





WASHOE RECLAMATION PROJECT, NEVADA 











UNIVERSIT 
‘ss v 
OF MICHIGAN 


"7 IS3 HEARING 

REA ones ai BEFORE THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON 

IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 
COMMITTEE ON 
INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS 
}; )U°" BIGHTY-FOURTH CONGRESS 
FIRST SESSION 


H. R. 6028 


TO AUTHORIZE THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR TO 
CONSTRUCT, OPERATE, AND MAINTAIN THE WASHOE 
RECLAMATION PROJECT, NEVADA AND CALIFORNIA 


RENO, NEV. 
NOVEMBER 12, 1955 


Printed for the use of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 


Serial No. 25 


as 


UNITED STATHS 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 
70415 WASHINGTON : 1956 





COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS 
CLAIR ENGLE, California, Chairman 


WAYNE N. ASPINALL, Colorado 

LEO W. O’BRIEN, New York 
WALTER ROGERS, Texas 

Mrs. GRACIE PFOST, Idaho 

JAMES A. HALEY, Florida 

GEORGE A. SHUFORD, North Carolina 
ADAM CLAYTON POWELL, Jr., New York 
ED EDMONDSON, Oklahoma 

LEE METCALF, Montana 

GEORGE H. CHRISTOPHER, Missouri 
B. F. SISK, California 

STEWART L. UDALL, Arizona 
CHARLES C. DIGGS, Jr., Michigan 

J. T. RUTHERFORD, Texas 

Mrs. EDITH GREEN, Oregon 


A. L. MILLER, Nebraska 

JOHN P. SAYLOR, Pennsylvania 

J. ERNEST WHARTON, New York 
E. Y. BERRY, South Dakota 
WILLIAM A. DAWSON, Utah 
JACK WESTLAND, Washington 
JOHN R. PILLION, New York 
CLIFTON YOUNG, Nevada 
CRAIG HOSMER, California 

JOHN J. RHODES, Arizona 
HAMER H. BUDGE, Idaho 

J. EDGAR CHENOWETH, Colorado 
JAMES B. UTT, California 


Mrs. JOSEPH R. FARRINGTON, Hawaii 
E. L. BARTLETT, Alaska 
ANTONIO FERNOS-ISERN, Puerto Rico 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 


WAYNE N. ASPINALL, Colorado, Chairman 


CLAIR ENGLE, California 

LEO W. O’BRIEN, New York 
WALTER ROGERS, Texas 

Mrs. GRACIE PFOST, Idaho 

JAMES A. HALEY, Florida 

GEORGE A. SHUFORD, North Carolina 
ADAM CLAYTON POWELL, Jr., New York 
ED EDMONDSON, Oklahoma 

LEE METCALF, Montana 

GEORGE H. CHRISTOPHER, Missouri 
B. F. SISK, California 

STEWART L. UDALL, Arizona 
CHARLES C. DIGGS, Jr., Michigan 

J. T. RUTHERFORD, Texas 

Mrs. EDITH GREEN, Oregon 


A. L. MILLER, Nebraska 

JOHN P. SAYLOR, Pennsylvania 

J. ERNEST WHARTON, New York 
E. Y. BERRY, South Dakota 
WILLIAM A. DAWSON, Utah 
JACK WESTLAND, Washington 
JOHN R. PILLION, New York 
CLIFTON YOUNG, Nevada 
CRAIG HOSMER, California 

JOHN J. RHODES, Arizona 
HAMER H. BUDGE, Idaho 

J. EDGAR CHENOWETH, Colorado 
JAMES B. UTT, California 


Mrs, JOSEPH R. FARRINGTON, Hawaii 
E. L. BARTLETT, Alaska 
ANTONIO FERNOS-ISERN, Puerto Rico 


SIDNEY L. MCFARLAND, Engineering Consultant 


CONTENTS 


Statement of— ’ Page 
Will M. Bliss, member of the Lake Tahoe Interstate Water Conference 
Committee, and member of the California- Nevada Interstate Com- 





pact Commission, representing Nevada_-_-_---.-.-.-------------- 48 
Emory C. Branch, president of the Reno Chamber of Commerce, and 

vice chairman of the Truckee River Flood Committee _ _-____------ 50 
F. R. Breen, director, Nevada Federated Sportsmen, Reno, Nev_- 107 
Hubert Bruns, chairman, Alpine County Board of Supervisors, 

member of the California- Nevada Interstate Compact Commission 100 


George G. Devore, chairman of the Truckee-Carson Water Users 
Committee, and member of the California-Nevada Interstate 
Compact Commission, and member of the Lake Tahoe Interstate 


CIN GIIND:. CONNINIDNOG oe23 son nee cta cence ota dw eS ia as 57 
C. E. Edmunds, manager, Truckee Publie Utility District__________ 81 
Col. William J. Ely, Corps of Engineers, United States Army, district 

engineer, Sacramento district, Sacramento, Calif_._........._____- 35 
Frank W. Groves, director, Nevada Fish and Game Commission___-- 87 


James W. Johnson, Jr., Esq., counsel for the Truckee-Carson Irrigation 
District on the Washoe project, Nevada-California, and member of 
the Truckee-Carson Water Users Committee, and member of the 
Nevada-California Lake Tahoe Interstate Water Conference Com- 


mittee, Rene, IN@Vs.ic. 5c ..222- oe | Aa ie ep ae eee 64 
E. O. Larson, regional director, region 4, Bureau of Reclamation, 
ee Se CI tn clients teal Catia ds ci ied ale Bike ain nidixwsbibaaae 11 


James Martin MacInnis, Esq., San Francisco, Calif., representing the 


Paiute Indian Tribe of Pyramid Lake, Nev__________._________- 109 
Robert D. Montgomery, regional manager, region II, California 

Department of Fish and Game, Sacramento, Calif______________~ 96 
Edward M. Peckham, president, Washoe County Water Conservation 

Ss MR. CI cic ans ats inset tin tcensie eas tials ns ale 63 
F. H. Settelmeyer, member of the Truckee-Carson Water Users 

Committee on the Washoe project, Nevada-California, and member 

of the California- Nevada Interstate Compact Commission - _____-_-__ 61 
Hugh A. Shamberger, State engineer of Nevada, Carson City, Nev_-__-_ 39 
R. O. Thomas, senior hydraulic engineer, California________________ 93 
W. W. White, director, division of public health engineering, Nevada 

I I a hic che he inn be ees i atc is tomas a ardomnainta 55 


Doren E. Woodward, regional supervisor, river-basin studies in region 
I, Fish and Wildlife Service, Portland, Oreg__.._.______.___-____- 76 








| 
| 


_,, _CEPOSITED SY THE 
VNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


WASHOE RECLAMATION PROJECT, NEVADA 





SATURDAY, NOVEMBER 12, 1955 


Houss or REPRESENTATIVES, 
IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION SUBCOMMITTEE, 
CoMMITTEK ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Reno, Nev. 

The Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee of the Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee convened in the auditorium of the State 
Building, Reno, Nev., at 10 o’clock, the Honorable Wayne Aspinall, 
Congressman of Colorado and chairman of the subcommittee, pre- 
siding. 

Chairman AspInaLL. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Recla- 
mation of the full Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the 
House of Representatives of the 84th Congress will now be in session 
for the consideration of H. R. 6028, a bill by our colleague and fellow 
member of this committee, Hon. Clifton Young, of the State of 
Nevada and the congressional district included therein, a bill having 
for its purpose the authorization by the Secretary of the Interior 
of the construction, operation, and maintenance of the Washoe recla- 
mation project, Nevada and California. 

Let the record show that in addition to the presence of the chairman 
of this committee, there are present Hon. Gracie Pfost, Congress- 
woman from the First Congressional District of the State of Idaho; 
Hon. Jack Westland, Congressman from the Second Congressional 
District of the State of Washington; Hon. Clifton Young, of the 
Congressional District of Nevada; and Hon. Edgar Chenoweth, of 
the Third Congressional District of the State of Colorado. 

The Chair expresses the regret of the committee that it will be 
impossible to have the presence of the chairman of the full committee 
today, Hon. Clair Engle, of the Second Congressional District. He 
is unavoidably absent from this meeting. 

Also we regret the absence from this committee meeting of Hon. 
Dr. A. L. Miller, former chairman of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs during the 83d Congress, present ranking member of the 
minority party on the committee representing the Fourth Congres- 
sional District of the State of Nebraska. 

The Chair wishes to express his personal satisfaction and pleasure 
at the presence of so many members of the committee at this hearing. 
This is the second best attended hearing that we have had since we 
started our committee hearings in Lincoln, Nebr., on the 26th day of 
October, this year. 

At this time the Chair is pleased to call upon the able, energetic, 
constructive and effective Congressman, Hon. Clifton Young from the 
State of Nevada, for any remarks or statements that he may wish to 
make. 

Mr. Youna. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to take this 
opportunity to express my appreciation to the members of the sub- 
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committee for appearing at this meeting in Reno. I know how busy 
they have been during the past several weeks, and how heavy the 
schedule is which lies ahead of them, and I am deeply appreciative of 
their efforts and interest in this project. 

In the interest of time, Mr. Chairman, | would like to reserve the 
right to have my statement inserted in the record at a later time. 

Chairman AsprInauu. Unless there is some objection, it is so ordered. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. Pfost, do you care to make any statement at this time? 

Mrs. Prost. Oaly to say I am happy to be in the great State of 
Nevada and to assure my colleague and neighbor, Congressman 
Young, thit as a member of the committee, I am seeking a nonpartisan 
approach to the problems confronting him in this area. Only when 
Members from the West cast aside partisanship and unite forces will 
we assure full conservation of our natural resources. Our problems 
are similar, numerous, and peculiar to the West, and this is all the 
more reason why we should cast aside party labels and work in cooper- 
ation for the full development of our great resources. 

Chairman AspinaLu. Mr. Westland? 

Mr. WestLanp. I just got into Reno about 10 minutes ago. I 
have always wanted to see this biggest little city in the world. The 
chamber of commerce figures forty-some-odd thousand population. 
That is not such a little city. 

It is a real pleasure to be here and see a meeting as well attended 
as this on a Saturday morning. 

Chairman AspinaLu. Thank you very much, Mr. Westland. I am 
sure that you expressed the appreciation of each member of the com- 
mittee. 

The Chair also wishes to recognize the presence at this meeting of 
Mr. Sidney McFarland, engineering consultant of the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

Unless there is an objection, H. R. 6028 will be made a part of the 
record of the hearing at this point. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(H. R. 6028 reads as follows:) 


[H. R. 6028, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, and maintain the Washoe 
reclamation project—Nevada and California 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assmbled, That, for the purpose of furnishing water for the 
irrigation of approximately fifty thousand acres of land in the Carson and Truckee 
River Basins, Nevada and California, providing drainage service to approxi- 
mately thirty-five thousand acres of land therein, firming the existing water sup- 
plies of lands under the Truckee River storage project and the Newlands project, 
controlling floods, providing hydroelectric power, development of fish and wild- 
life resources, and for other beneficial purposes, the Secretary of the Interior is 
authorized to construct, operate, and maintain the Washoe reclamation project 
consisting of two principal reservoirs at the Stampede and Watasheamu sites, 
together with other necessary works for the impounding, diversion, and delivery 
of water, the generation and transmission of hydroelectric power, and the drain- 
age of lands. 

Sec. 2. (a) In constructing, operating, and maintaining the works authorized 
in section 1 of this Act, the Secretary shall be governed by the Federal reclama- 
tion laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 389, and Acts amendatory thereof or 
supplementary thereto) except as is otherwise provided in this Act. 

(b) Any contract entered into under section 9, subsection (d) of the Reclama- 
tion Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187, 1193; 43 o. 6 C., 1952 edition, sec. 458h) 
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for payment of those portions of the costs of constructing, operating, and main- 
taining the Washoe reclamation project which are properly allocable to irrigation 
and drainage and which are assigned to be paid by the contracting organization 
may provide for the repayment of the portion of the construction cost of the proj- 
ect assigned to any project contract unit or, if the contract unit be divided into 
two or more irrigation or drainage blocks, to any such permissible development 
period, or as near thereto as is consistent with the adoption and operation of a 
variable payment formula which, being based on full repayment within the period 
stated under normal conditions, permits variance in the required annual payments 
in the light of economic factors pertinent to the ability of the organization to pay: 
Provided, That neither the provisions of the third sentence of section 46 of the 
Act of May 25, 1926 (44 Stat. 636, 649), nor any other similar provision of the 
Federal reclamation laws shall be applicable to lands receiving supplemental 
water-under the Washoe project. 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of law to the contrary, all net revenues 
derived from the sale of commercial power from the Washoe reclamation project 
shall be applied, first, to the amortization of that portion of the cost of construct- 
ing the project which is allocated to commercial power with interest on the un- 
amortized balance thereof at the average rate (which rate shall be certified by the 
Secretary of the Treasury) paid by the United States on its marketable long-term 
securities outstanding on the date of this Act, and thereafter to the amortization 
of that portion of the cost of constructing the project which is allocated to irriga- 
tion and drainage but which is beyond the ability of the contracting irrigation and 
drainage organizations to repay as provided above. 

Sec. 3. Minimum basic facilities may be provided for the accommodations of 
the visiting public at the major dam structures of the Washoe project and, if 
responsible local interests agree to assume the operation and maintenance thereof, 
at Stampede Peservoir. The costs of such facilities shall be nonreimbursable. 

Sec. 4. Facilities shall be provided for the development of the fish and wildlife 
resources of the project area including facilities to permit increased minimum 
water releases from Lake Tahoe and restoration of the Pyramid Lake fishery. 
The cost of such facilities, including operation and maintenance, shall be 
nonreimbursable. 

Sec. 5. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for construction of the 
Washoe reclamation project the sum of $43,500,000 plus such amounts, if any, 
as may be required by reason of changes in construction costs as indicated by 
engineering cost indices applicable to the types of construction involved therein, 
and, in addition thereto, such sums as may be required to operate and maintain 
the project. 

Chairman Aspinauu. Unless there is an objection, the formal report 
from the Department of Interior, when received, will be made a part 
of the record of these hearings at this point. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

Unless there is an objection, the following letters from the Depart- 
ments project report will be made a part of the record of the hearing 
at this point: 

A letter dated June 6, 1955, addressed to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives and signed by the Honorable Fred G. Aandahl, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior; a letter dated May 20, 1955, ad- 
dressed to the Secretary of the Interior and signed by Donald R. 
Belcher, Assistant Director of the Bureau of the Budget; a letter dated 
April 20, 1955, addressed to the President of the United States and 
signed by the Honorable Douglas McKay, Secretary of the Interior; 
a letter dated March 22, 1955, addressed to the Secretary of the 
Interior and signed by the Honorable W. A. Dexheimer, Commissioner 
of the Bureau of Reclamation; a letter dated October 12, 1954, ad- 
dressed to the Secretary of the Interior and signed by E. V. Lindseth, 
Acting Commissioner of Reclamation. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 
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(The letters indicated by the chairman are shown below:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., June 6, 1956. 

My Dear Mr. Speaker: Transmitted herewith pursuant to the provisions of 
section 9 (a) of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187) are my report 
and findings on the Washoe project, Nevada and California. 

The report presents a plan of development for a multiple-purpose project which 
is economically justified and urgently needed in west-central Nevada and east- 
central California. Development of the project would provide needed irrigation, 
power, flood control, public health, recreation, and fish and wildlife benefits 
through regulation of streamflow and storage of snowmelt floodwaters of the 
East Carson and Little Truckee Rivers and drainage of surplus ground waters in 
some areas of the basins. The total estimated cost of the development is “about 
$41,600,000 on the basis of July 1954 prices. 

Copies of my proposed report were transmitted to the States of Nevada and 
California and to the Secretary of the Army for their views and recommendations 
in accordance with the provisions of section 1 of the Flood Control Act of December 
22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887); to the States of Nevada and California for the views and 
recommendations of the head of the agency exercising administration over the 
wildlife resources of those States, in accordance with provisions of the act of 
August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080); and to the other interested Federal agencies for 
their comments in accordance with interagency agreement. Comments have been 
received from the States and the Federal agencies, except the Department of 
Commerce, to which the report was sent and copies are attached. 

The report and copies of all comments were submitted to the President. A 
copy of the May 20, 1955, letter from Assistant Director Donald R. Belcher, 
Bureau of the Budget, is enclosed. Among other things, Mr. Belcher’s letter 
expresses the beliefs of the Bureau of the Budget concerning Federal contribution 
to irrigation costs, provision of recreational and fish and wildlife facilities, and the 
establishment of a conservancy district. These comments of the Bureau of the 
Budget concern problems of policy related primarily to project reimbursement 
which, in the case of the Washoe project, would have little effect on project 
feasibility regardless of the solutions adopted. Because these same problems are 
associated frequently with other proposed reclamation projects the Congress 
may wish to consider the policy aspects of their relationship to the Washoe project. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BuREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., May 20, 1955. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: This will acknowledge your letter of April 20, 1955, 
requesting advice concerning the relationship to the program of the President of 
your report on the Washoe project, Nevada-California. 

This multiple-purpose project would provide a full water supply for 5,100 new 
acres and supplemental water for 44,460 acres presently under irrigation. It 
would firm up water supplies for 26,800 acres in the Truckee River storage 
project and 70,000 acres in the Newlands project by providing holdover storage 
for use during dry cycles. There would also be power, drainage, flood control, 
fish and wildlife, public health, and recreational benefits. 

The total estimated cost is about $41,600,000 of which $35,700,000 is reim- 
bursable, $17,400,000 being tentatively allocated to irrigation and drainage, and 
$18,300,000 to power. Nonreimbursable allocations include $5,800,000 to flood 
control and $100,000 to recreation. The benefit-cost ratios are 1.8 and 1.4 for 
total and direct benefits, respectively, based on amortization in 100 years at 2.5 
percent. If amortized over 50 years these ratios would be 1.5 and 1.1, 

It is estimated that the water users would repay $8,180,000, without interest, in 
50 years or about 47 percent of the allocation to irrigation and drainage. On 
the basis of an average selling rate of 9 mills per kilowatt-hour, as contemplated 
in the report, the power investment would be repaid with interest at 2.5 percent 
in about 50 years, Thereafter net revenues from power sales would be applied 
toward payment of the irrigation and drainage investment that is beyond the 
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ability of the water users to repay. In this way the entire reimbursable irrigation 
investment would be repaid, without interest, in about 65 years. 

The State of Nevada endorses the project, requests immediate authorization, 
and states that enabling legislation should provide that: (1) A review be made 
of cost allocations prior to construction; (2) flood-control benefits be based on 
present prices; (3) preservation, propagation, and development of fish and 
wildlife be declared a purpose of the project and their development be non- 
reimbursable; (4) continued studies be made of Lake Tahoe high-water elevations 
under project operation to determine damages to shore property and possible 
relief therefrom; and (5) excess land provisions of Federal reclamation laws 
not be made applicable to lands receiving supplemental water. 

The Truckee Public Utility Distriet, California, protests direct tunnel diversion 
of waters as proposed and states that such diversions would seriously and detri- 
mentally affect the natural resources of eastern Nevada County. The California 
State agencies recommend that: (1) New regulatory storage and water supply 
for the project be based upon runoff of streams as impaired by present and future 
use in the areas of origin in California; (2) the amount of water available to the 
project be completely determined and defined through a compact; (3) the Stam- 
pede Reservoir be so constructed that it can be enlarged to care for future water 
requirements of lands in California, and sufficient land be acquired adjacent to 
the reservoir to permit adequate development of recreational facilities; (4) a 
dependable water supply be provided to lands in the Carson Valley, Calif., as 
well as to those in the same valley in Nevada; (5) Lake Tahoe storage be con- 
trolled to solve the problems of lakeshore property Owners with regard to lake 
levels which would cause property damage; (6) adequate operation provisions 
be included to maintain fish and wildlife and protect migrating deer. 

The Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers, finds that $6,400 of the 
$288,900 annual flood-control benefits consist of secondary benefits comparable 
to indirect irrigation and drainage benefits and suggests that final allocation be 
based only on direct flood control benefits. 

The Department of Agriculture comments on the high Federal investment of 
$851 per irrigated acre. It estimates that the Treasury would recover about 
26 percent of its investment in irrigation and drainage, including interest at 
2.5 percent over 50 years, and about 69.5 percent of its total project investment, 
with interest at 2.5 percent during a total repayment period of 65 years. The 
Department questions whether the value of power should not be based upon an 
interest rate comparable to that used for the project (2.5 percent). The alter- 
nate power source costs as used in the report average 11.8 mills per kilowatt- 
hour which is higher than the current rate for power sales in the area (shown 
as 9.8 mills in the report). The Departmert also questions the soundness of 
basing benefits on assumed full use of water. 

The Federal Power Commission, on the basis of equivalent amounts of power 
from a modern privately financed steam-electric plant, estimates the value of 
power to be $32 per kilowatt per vear for capacity and 5.0 mills per kilowatt- 
hour for energy which would result in a benefit-cost ratio, for power, of 1.05. 
This would appear to indicate that the financial feasibility of the powerplants 
may be marginal. The Commission also states that inflow into the existing 
Federal Boca Reservoir would be reduced 50 percent and questions why this 
impairment should not be charged as an additional cost of the project. 

The Bureau of the Budget believes that, where repayments from irrigation 
beneficiaries together with any net revenues of any other purposes are insufficient 
to provide full repayment of irrigation costs within 50 years, the report should 
propose authorization subject to (1) identification of the initial investment costs 
which are in excess of the sum of the anticipated repayments within 50 years, 
exclusive of permissible development periods; (2) the condition that such excess 
initial investment costs be borne by the Federal Government as a contribution 
to irrigation; and (3) the inclusion in the letter of transmittal to the Congress 
of proposed authorizing language stating the amount and composition of such 
contribution. 

The Bureau of the Budget also believes that where proposed recreational facili- 
ties are not of national significance, as in the case of the Washoe project, they 
should not be included in the project report unless States and local governments 
agree to repay the costs. However, such minimum basic facilities and services, 
as may be needed for the general protection and operation of the project area and 
for the accommodation or protection of the visiting public, should be considered 
necessary adjuncts to construction and operation, and their costs should be allo- 
cated to the major purposes of the project. 
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With respect to fish and wildlife, the benefits of which the report states are 
conditional and not evaluated and the preservation and propagation of which the 
Commissioner states is one of the project purposes and will be assured to the great- 
est extent possible, the Bureau of the Budget has the following comment. We 
believe that the costs for correcting damages to fish and wildlife caused by the 
project should be treated as part of the construction costs and allocated to the 
various purposes in the same manner as other damages, including relocations. To 
the extent that the works to be provided are in the nature of an expansion of the 
fish and wildlife resources of the area they would fall into either of two classes. 
On those of a purely local nature the cost should be fully reimbursed by States, 
local governments, or local interests. If of national significance they should be 
authorized and financed as a part of the regular fish and wildlife program or au- 
thorizing language should be submitted to the Congress stating the maximum 
amount of such costs which would be borne by the Federal Government. 

The report includes estimates of secondary benefits without which the benefit- 
cost ratio of the project would be only slightly greater than unity. However, 
there is no provision for recapturing the costs of providing these benefits. It is 
believed that consideration sheuhe te given to a requirement for the establish- 
ment of conservancy districts as a means of insuring maximum justifiable con- 
tribution or repayment by those to whom the secondary benefits will accrue. 

In view of the essential requirements of a firm water supply, it would seem 
appropriate that any authorization should be made contingent upon a complete 
determination and division of available water supplies, through agreements, com- 
pacts, or otherwise, that are acceptable to the Secreatry of the Interior as regards 
the Washoe project. 

Accordingly, you are advised that, (1) subject to your consideration of the above 
comments, there would be no objection to the submission of your report to the 
Congress, and (2) we would recommend that any legislation authorizing the 
—— project incorporate the conditions set forth above concerning the 

ederal contribution to irrigation costs, provision of recreational and fish and wild- 
life facilities, and the establishment of a conservancy district. No commitment, 
however, can be made at this time as to when any estimate of Pty mata 
would be submitted for construction of the project, if authorized by the Congress, 
since this would be governed by the President’s budgetary objectives as deter- 
mined by the then prevailing fiscal situation. 

It is requested that a copy of this letter be included with your report when it is 
submitted to the Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
Donap R. BELCHER, Assistant Director. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., April 20, 1955. 
(Through the Bureau of the Budget.) 

My Dear Mr. Presipent: My report on the Washoe project, Nevada- 
California, is transmitted herewith, pursuant to the provisions of section 9 (a) of 
the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187). 

The multiple-purpose Washoe project, on the eastern slope of the Sierra Nevada, 
would provide needed irrigation, power, flood control, public health, recreation 
and fish and wildlife benefits through regulation of streamflow and storage of 
snowmelt floodwaters on the East Carson and Little Truckee Rivers and drainage 
of surplus ground-waters in some areas of the basin. 

Hall iechantiun of 5,000 acres and supplemental irrigation of more than 44,000 
acres would be provided. In addition, existing supplies for nearly 27,000 acres 
in the Truckee River storage project and for 70,000 acres under water-right 
contract in the Newlands project would be firmed during dry cycles. 

Power supplies in the area would be increased by about 91,400,000 kilowatt- 
hours annually from the two proposed powerplants. Operation of the ic 
also would reduce flood damages by an average annual amount of about $290,000 
would alleviate apes on over 18,000 acres in Carson Valley and about 13,000 
acres in Truckee Meadows, preserve and propagate the fish and wildlife resources 
in the basins, improve public health, and increase recreational values by the 
creation of 2 reservoirs. 

Total estimated project construction cost, based on July 1954 prices, is about 
$41,600,000. Of this, $17,400,000 is allocated tentatively to irrigation and 
drainage, $18,300,000 to power, $5,800,000 to flood control, and $100,000 to 
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recreation. All costs except those allocated to flood control and recreation would 
be reimbursed within 52 years after the close of the last development period. 
The estimated annual benefits exceed the estimated annual costs by the ratio of 
1.8 to 1. 

The report has been transmitted to officials of the States of Nevada and Cali- 
fornia and to the Secretary of the Army for their consideration and recommenda- 
tions as required by the Flood Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 887). It was sent 
also to the State of Nevada for the comments of the head of the agency exercising 
administration over the wildlife resources of that State as required by the pro- 
visions of the act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080), and to the Departments of 
Agriculture, Commerce, Labor, and Health, Education, and Welfare, and the 
Federal Power Commission in accordance with interagency agreements. All 
reviewing agencies except the Department of Commerce have submitted com- 
ments and copies are enclosed with the report. 

I recommend that the Washoe project be authorized as set forth in my report. 
I shall appreciate having advice concerning the relationship of the Washoe proj- 
ect to your program before I transmit the report to the Congress for its consid- 
eration and appropriate action in accordance with the provisions of the Reclama- 
tion Project Act of 1939. 

Sincerely yours, 
Dovetas McKay, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BuREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. C., March 22, 1955, 
The SecRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 

Str: This is my report on the Washoe project, Nevada-California. It is based 
on and includes the proposed report on this potential project which you approved 
and adopted on October 18, 1954. 

Copies of your proposed report were transmitted to the States of Nevada and 
California and to the Secretary of the Army in accordance with the provisions of 
section 1 (c) of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 887), and to the State of 
Nevada as required by the act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080). Copies were 
also transmitted to other interested Federal agencies in accordance with inter- 
agency agreement. Copies of all comments received are attached. 

The State of Nevada, in endorsing the Washoe project and requesting its im- 
mediate authorization, indicated that the enabling legislation for its authoriza- 
tion should provide: 

(a) For review of the allocation of project costs prior to construction. 

(b) That preservation, propagation, and development of fish and wildlife 
be declared a purpose of the project and their development be made nonreim- 
bursable. 

(c) That during preparation of the definite plan report continuing studies 
be made of high water elevation of Lake Tahoe under project operation and 
of the possibility of relief therefrom, and 

(d) That the excess land provision of the Federal reclamation laws should 
not be applicable to lands receiving supplementary water under the Washoe 
project. 

We concur in and expect to accommodate items (a), (b), (c) in our future studies 
of the Washoe project. Item (d), however, raises a policy problem of major 
importance. On the one hand, Federal assistance to irrigation in the form of 
interest-free money has traditionally been justified by the creation of family-size 
farms, thereby spreading benefits to the greatest possible number of people. On 
the other hand, a long-established irrigation community is affected and strict 
application of existing laws may cause some readjustment and engender some 
opposition. 

he comments of the State of California concern principally steps and measures 
which will safeguard California’s rights in the Truckee and Carson River Basins 
and which will provide for future development of its water resources including a 
recommendation for early negotiation of a Nevada-California interstate compact. 

The Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, concludes that the improve- 
ments recommended in the proposed report appear feasible and compatible with 
the improvements proposed by the Corps of Engineers. 

The comments of the other Federal agencies were either favorable to the pro- 
posed development or contained suggestions for further studies and clarifications 
that can be accommodated in post-authorization investigations. 
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In view of the nature of the comments received it does not appear that revision 
of yore report as a result of the review of the various agencies is neces- 
sary. he President and the Congress will wish to coasider specifically, I am 
sure, the question of relief from the excess land provisions of reclamation law 
as suggested by the State of Nevada if it is before them in the terms of proposed 
legislation. 

I recommend that you approve and adopt this report as your report on the 
Washoe project, Nevada-California, and that vou transmit it together with the 
attached comments to the President and subsequently to the Congress in accord- 
ance with the provisions of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939. 

Respectfully, 
W. A. DEXHEIMER, Commissioner. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BuREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. C., October 12, 1954. 
The SecrRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 

Sir: This is my proposed report on the Washoe project, Nevada and California. 
It is based on and includes the accompanying report of the regional director, 
Salt Lake City, Utah, dated September 17, 1954. Appended to the regional 
director’s report are the substantiating materials and reports of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, National Park Service, Corps of Engineers, and Publie Health 
Service. 

The Washoe project would provide, through regulation of the streamflows of the 
East Carson and Little Truckee Rivers, irrigation water to supplement present 
supplies and provide a full supply to lands in Carson Valley and the Empire, 
Dayton, and Fort Churchill areas. Hydroelectric energy would be generated to 
meet urgent local needs and to provide a portion of the repayment revenues. 
Flood control, recreation, public health, and fish and wildlife benefits would also 
be created by this multipurpose development. Construction of this project is 
economically justified in that the evaluated annual benefits exceed the estimated 
annual costs by the ratio of 1.8 to 1.0. 

Better regulation of the available water supply is urgently needed in the Washoe 
project area which includes the drainage basins of the Truckee and Carson Rivers 
lying adjacently on the eastern slope of the Sierra Nevada. Runoff of these two 
rivers is largely from snowmelt which comes as torrential floods in the spring but 
diminishes sharply after midsummer. Surplus ground water in portions of both 
basins menaces health and property and seriously hinders crop production. 
Demands for electric energy are outgrowing the supplies despite opportunities 
for new power production on the Truckee and Carson Rivers. 

Some regulation of the Truckee and Carson River flows has been accomplished 
by Bureau of Reclamation developments on these rivers but the control provided 
to date is only a part of that required for optimum utilization of the water re- 
sources. The Boea Reservoir of the Truckee River storage project regulates 
flows of the Little Truckee River for irrigation of about 26,800 acres in Truckee 
Meadows. The Washoe County Water Conservation District operates the project 
and is repaying the project construction costs under a contract with the Federal 
Government. The Newlands project utilizes water of both the Truckee and 
Carson River systems for irrigation and for the generation of hydroelectric energy. 
Truckee River water is regulated at Lake Tahoe and some regulation is provided 
at Boca Reservoir for the Little Truckee River water utilized under the Newlands 
project. The Lahontan Reservoir provides storage for Carson River water, for 
imported Truckee River water, and for generation of electric energy at the 
Lahontan powerplant. The Truckee-Carson Irrigation District has contracted 
with the United States for operation of the Newlands project and for payment of 
construction costs. 

The Washoe project would be integrated with the existing Truckee River 
storage and Newlands projects. The plan of development provides for the full 
irrigation of 5,100 acres and the supplemental irrigation each year of 38,160 acres 
in Carson Valley, and the supplemental irrigation each vear of 6,300 acres in the 
Empire, Dayton, and Fort Churchill areas. In addition, during dry cycles it 
would firm the existing supplies for the 26,800 acres of land in the Truckee River 
storage project and the 70,000 acres under water-right contract in the Newlands 
project. Local electric power supplies would be increased by a net annual amount 
of 91,371,000 kilowatt-hours. Operation of the project would reduce flood dam- 
ages by an average annual amount of $288,900, would alleviate seepage on 18,170 
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acres in Carson Valley and 12,730 acres in Truckee Meadows, preserve and propa- 
gate the fish and wildlife resources in the basins, improve public health, and in- 
crease recreational values. Although the project would not increase the water 
supplies of Indian lands in the area which are now using only a small portion of 
the water available to them, it would in no way infringe on the existing decreed 
rights of the Indians. 

The Washoe project would also be closely coordinated with the Truckee River 
channel improvement proposed by the Corps of Engineers and conditionally 
authorized by the Congress in the Flood Control Act of 1954. The authorization 
for this improvement for flood control will not become effective unless and until 
the Washoe reclamation project shall have been authorized pursuant to law. 

In the Truckee River Basin, the Stampede Reservoir on Little Truckee River 
would be built to capacity of 126,000 acre-feet. Reservoir water would be dis- 
charged through the Stampede Tunnel and Calvada penstock to the 20,000- 
kilowatt Calvada powerplant on the Truckee River. Below the powerplant the 
water would be regulated at the 226 acre-foot Calvada Reservoir. It would then 
flow in the Truckee River channel and through existing facilities to meet and 
supplement established rights and to replace some of the Carson River water now 
used on the Newlands project for use higher upstream. On lands of the Truckee 
River storage project in Truckee Meadows deep drains would be installed and 
wells would be constructed to relieve artesian pressure. 

In the Carson River Basin the Watasheamu Reservoir on the East Fork of the 
Carson River would be constructed to a capacity of 115,000 acre-feet. The 
reservoir would regulate flood flows now running to waste and some water now 
used by the Newlands project which would be replaced by Washce project water 
from the Truckee River. Releases from Watasheamu Reservoir would pass 
through the 8,000-kilowatt Watasheamu powerplant at the base of the dam. 
The water would then be regulated at the Dressler diversion dam and afterbay 
that would impound 1,040 acre-feet. At the dam some water would be diverted 
inte the potential Carson Canal that would serve new lands along its course in 
Carson Valley and that would also deliver water to the West Fork of Carson 
River for distribution by existing canals diverting from that stream. Some water 
bypassing Dressler diversion dam, together with return flows reaching the stream, 
would be diverted to lands in Carson Valley and in the Empire, Davton, and Fort 
Churchill areas. The remaining flows passing Dressler Dam would continue on 
to the Lahontan Reservoir of the Newlands project. The existing Allerman 
Canal in the Carson Valley would be enlarged and extended. Some new laterals 
would be constructed and existing laterals would be improved and extended as 
necessary. Systems of main drains would be installed in Carson Valley. 

Various aspects of the Washoe project would contribute to public health 
through the lowering of ground-water tables and stream regulation. 

The National Park Service and the Forest Service recognize an important 
recreational potential at the Stampede Reservoir. The plans of the regional 
director do not include provision of recreation facilities other than those for pro- 
tection and accommodation of the visiting public at the dam structure. The 
National Park Service recommends that minimum basic facilities for protection 
and accommodation of the visiting public at the reservoir area should also be 
provided on a nonreimbursable basis and estimates that the costs of such facilities, 
which would cover day-use of the reservoir only, would be approximately $100,000. 
I concur in this recommendation provided that responsible local interests agree 
to assume operation and maintenance of the completed facilities. Consistent 
with this the facilities for accommodation of the public at the dam structure, 
although quite nominal, also should be nonreimbursable. Accordingly, the pro- 
posed Washoe project is modified to incorporate minimum basic recreation facil- 
ities on the above basis. 

The total estimated cost of the project, based on July 1954 prices, is $41,558,000, 
of which a reimbursable allocation of $17,391,000 is made to irrigation and 
drainage, and $18,247,000 to power. A nonreimbursable allocation of $5,820,000 
is made to flood control and $100,000 to recreation. Annual operation, mainte- 
nance, and replacement costs amount to $210,540, of which $51.120 is allocated to 
irrigation and drainage, $152,850 to power, and $6,560 to flood control. 

Following suitable development periods for various project lands, irrigation 
and drainage interests probably would repay $8,180,000 of the irrigation and drain- 
age allocation. The remaining portion of the allocation would be repaid from 
net power revenues accruing in the 14-year period after payment with interest at 
2.5 percent on the unamortized balance of the $18,247,000 allocated to power and 
$720,000 interest during construction. The irrigation and drainage repayment 
would be completed in 52 years after the close of the last development period. 
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The Fish and Wildlife Service, in cooperation with the Bureau and the State 
Fish and Game Commissions of Nevada and California, has studied the fish and 
wildlife aspects of the proposed development. These aspects of the project, like 
the engineering and agricultural aspects, can be finally appraised when structural 
designs and operating criteria are determined. The preservation and propagation 
of these resources, one of the purposes of the project, will be assured to the greatest 
extent possible through the continued cooperation of the Bureau of Reclamation 
with the Fish and Game Commissions of California and Nevada and with the 
Fish and Wildlife Service. It is planned that a fish ladder be constructed at 
Calvada Dam and that protective devices for deer such as bridges and fences in 
connection with the Carson Canal would be provided. Plans also include provi- 
sion for certain water releases from reservoirs to protect fish as recommended by 
the Fish and Wildlife Service, and other such provision may be possible when 
structural and operational refinements are fully evaluated. Other recommenda- 
tions of that Service which may be considered an integral part of the project plan 
are set forth and discussed on pages 94 to 97 of the substantiating materials 
section attached to the regional director’s report. 

Details of the facilities for all purposes that are to be incorporated in the 
project, including but not limited to those for fish and wildlife conservation men- 
tioned above, can be finally determined after project authorization during the 
preparation of the definite plan. 

etailed studies of fish and wildlife resources affected by the project will be 
conducted in accordance with the act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080). Such 
reasonable modifications in the authorized project facilities would be made by the 
Secretary of the Interior as he may find appropriate to preserve and propagate 
these resources. 

I concur in and adopt the recommendations of the regional director as set forth 
in paragraph 51 of his September 17, 1954, report. 

I recommend that you approve and adopt this report as your proposed report 
on the Washoe project and that you authorize me in your behalf to transmit 
copies to the States of Nevada and California and to the Secretary of the Army, 
in accordance with requirements of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 887), 
to the States of Nevada and California for the views and recommendations of the 
head of the agency exercising administration over the wildlife resources of these 
States, in accordance with provisions of the act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080), 
and to the other interested Federal agencies for their comments. 

Respectfully, 
E. V. LInDsETH, 
Acting Commissioner. 

Approved and adopted October 18, 1954. 

Dovatas McKay, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


Chairman AspinALL. The Chair wishes to announce to those who 
are to testify at this hearing that the time has been allotted in such a 
manner that it will hurry us to complete these hearings today, and 
that he wishes the witnesses to testify in accordance with their plans 
as briefly and concisely as possible, allowing time for examination by 
members of the committee. 

The meetings will be held this morning until noon and this after- 
noon beginning at 2 o’clock and ending at 5 p. m. 

The order of witnesses will be as follows: 

Ernest O. Larson, Colonel Ely, Hugh Shamberger, Wallace White, 
Will M. Bliss, Emory Branch, George Devore, Fred Settlemeyer, 
Ed Peckham, Jim Johnson, Doren E. Woodward, C. Edmunds, 
Frank Groves, R. O. Thomas, Robert Montgomery, Hubert Bruns, 
Fran Breen, James M. MacInnis, and there will be an opportunity 
permitted by the Chair and the committee at the end of the presenta- 
tions of these statements and the evidence included therein for anyone 
who wishes to speak in opposition, if such a one be present, for the 
time that is permitted. It has always been the purpose of the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs to give equal time to those 
opposing and proposing legislation. It has always been our desire to 
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give the opposition of any project just as much opportunity to present 
its argument as those who propose the project. There appear no 
out-and-out opponents to this project. There are some qualified 
supporters, and it is because of the qualified supporters that the Chair 
has seen fit to change the order of those testifying. 

The Chair at this time wishes to recognize the presence of his col- 
league from the State of Colorado, and a member of this committee, 
the Honorable Edgar J. Chenoweth. We are very glad, Edgar, that 
after such a difficult trip you have been able to make your presence 
here this morning. It is seldom that the weather of Colorado and its 
sister State, Wyoming, is so inclement that it bothers any individual 
as it has you. 

Mr. CHenoweru. Very unusual. It was Wyoming weather, not 
Colorado weather. 

Chairman Asprnatt. Do you have any statement you wish to 
make? 

Mr. Cuenowertu. I am delighted to be here, and am looking for- 
ward to this hearing with great pleasure. 

Chairman AspinaLtt. Now, Mr. Photographer, we shall be very 
glad to try to pose for you and let vou take it in any way you want to 
during the next 2 or 3 minutes. 

The committee now stands in recess. 

(Short recess.) 

Chairman Aspinatu. The committee will resume its hearing. 

At this time the Chair calls to the witness stand Mr. Ernest O. 
Larson, regional director of the Bureau of Reclamation, headquarters 
in Salt Lake City. 

We are pleased to have you with us this morning, Mr. Director. 
We shall be glad to have your staff with you at the witness chair. 

You may proceed. 

Mr. Ernest O. Larson. I am pleased to accept the invitation to 
appear before this committee in its consideration of H. R. 6028 that 
would authorize the Washoe reclamation project. My statement is 
substantially the same as the one submitted by me at the hearing 
before the Senate subcommittee last month. Mr. H. A. Hunt, area 
engineer with headquarters in Carson City, and Mr. P. T. Sant, agri- 
cultural economist from the regional office, are here and will assist in 
answering questions on details of the project. 

The plan for the Washoe project is the product of extensive investi- 
gation and planning by Federal agencies in close cooperation with 
State and local interests. The works would provide a development 
to meet present needs and at the same time would fit into a more ex- 
tensive development in the future. 

A reconnaissance report on the project was prepared in February 
1951. This was followed by a detailed status report of December 
1952. The status report covered rather fully three different plans 
that had been proposed in early investigations. After receipt of 
comments from Federal, State, and local interests who had reviewed 
the status report, a feasibility report: was completed in September 
1954. That report is the basis for the legislation now before you. 
It was approved and adopted by the Secretary of the Interior on 
October 18, 1954. The report has been reviewed by interested depart- 
ments of the Federal Government and by the States of Nevada and 
California, all of whom have given general approval to the plan. 
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The Bureau of the Budget on May 20, 1955, commented on the 
report and advised that it had no objection to the report being sub- 
mitted to the Congress. While the general project plan is now estab- 
lished, opportunities for refinements and improvements will be pre- 
sented in definite plan studies that will precede construction should 
the project be authorized. 


PROJECT PLAN 


The Washoe project would be integrated with the existing Truckee 
Storage and Newlands reclamation projects. It would also be coordi- 
nated with, and dependent on, the Truckee River channel improve- 
ment that is proposed by the Corps of Engineers. The corps plan 
involves enlarging the Truckee River Channel immediately below 
the Lake Tahoe outlet, through Truckee Meadows, and at inter- 
mittent locations elsewhere on the stream. In Truckee Meadows 
rock reefs which obstruct the river flow would be removed. The 
reservoirs proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation and the channel 
improvements planned by the corps would serve as a joint project 
in the regulation of floods. The channel improvements were author- 
ized by the 83d Congress in the Flood Control Act of 1954 with the 
provision that the authorization would not become effective unless 
and until the Washoe reclamation project had been authorized. 

The Washoe project would provide increased irrigation supplies 
averaging 72,600 acre-feet annually that would provide full irrigation 
service to 5,100 acres of land in Carson Valley and supplemental 
irrigation service to 44,460 acres in Carson Valley and in the Empire, 
Dayton, and Fort Churchill areas. In addition, during dry cycles 
supplemental water would be made available to land under the 
existing Truckee storage and Newlands projects. Project generation 
of hydroelectric energy would average 95,871,000 kilowatt-hours 
annually. Repayment studies were based on rates averaging 9 mills 
a kilowatt-hour. The power is needed in the area, and there is 
evidence that it will be purchased principally on a peaking basis. 
Flood damages would be reduced by $288,900 annually by the recla- 
mation features and seepage would be alleviated on 18,170 acres in 
Carson Valley and 12,730 acres in Truckee Meadows. Benefits to 
recreation and public health would be created. The project would 
variously affect fish and wildlife with the net effect to be determined 
in cooperation with the Fish and Wildlife Service and Fish and Game 
Departments of Nevada and California. The fish and_ wildlife 
aspects will be covered in more detail by a representative of the Fish 
and Wildlife Service. 

In the Truckee River Basin the Stampede Reservoir would be built 
to a capacity of 126,000 acre-feet on Little Truckee River. Reservoir 
water would be discharged through the Stampede tunnel and Calvada 
penstock to the 20,000-kilowatt Calvada powerplant on the Truckee 
River. Below the powerplant the water would be regulated at the 
226-acre-foot Calvada Reservoir. It would then flow into the Truckee 
River Channel and through existing facilities to meet and supplement 
established rights and replace some of the Carson River water now 
used on the Newlands project for use higher upstream. Deep drains 
would be installed on lands of the Truckee storage project in the 
Truckee Meadows, and wells would be constructed to relieve artesian 
pressure. 
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In the Carson River Basin the Watasheamu Reservoir on the East 
Fork of the Carson River would be constructed to a capacity of 
115,000 acre-feet. The reservoir would store floodflows now running 
to waste and also some water now used by the Newlands project 
which would be replaced by Washoe project water from the Truckee 
River. Releases from the Watasheamu Reservoir would pass through 
the 8,000-kilowatt Watasheamu powerplant at the base of the dam. 
The water would then be regulated at the Dressler diversion dam and 
afterbay that would impound 1,040 acre-feet. At the dam some 
water would be diverted into the potential Carson Canal that would 
serve new lands along its course in Carson Valley and that would 
also deliver water to the West Fork of the Carson River for distri- 
bution by existing canals diverting from that stream. Some water 
bypassing the Dressler diversion dam, together with return flows 
reaching the stream, would be diverted to lands in the Carson Valley 
and in the Empire, Dayton, and Fort Churchill areas. The remain- 
ing flows passing Dressler Dam would continue on to the Lahontan 
Reservoir of the Newlands project. The existing Allerman Canal in 
the Carson Valley would be enlarged and extended. Some new lat- 
erals would be constructed and existing laterals would be improved 
and extended as necessary. Systems of main drains would be installed 
in Carson Valley. 


COST, ALLOCATIONS, AND REPAYMENT 


The total construction cost of the Washoe project is estimated at 
$41,558,000 on the basis of July 1954 price levels. This cost includes 
the cost of all features mentioned, as well as the cost of transmission 
systems required to connect the two powerplants with existing facil- 
ities near Reno and Carson City and recreational facilities at the 
Stampede Reservoir. Of the total construction cost, $17,391,000 
would be allocated to irrigation and drainage, $18,247,000 to power, 
$5,820,000 to flood control, and $100,000 to recreation. Irrigation 
and drainage payments up to the ability of the water users would be 
made for 50 years after suitable development periods for various 
project lands and would total $8,180,000 over the period. The power 
investment would be amortized in 50 years at 2.5 percent interest. 
Interest paid to the Federal Treasury would amount to $14,734,000. 
Net power revenues accruing for 14 years after repayment of the 
power investment would fully repay the part of the irrigation and 
drainage allocation beyond the repayment ability of the water users. 
Thus power would pay $9,211,000 of the irrigation costs. The alloca- 
tions to flood control and recreation would be nonreimbursable. 

Annual costs for operation, maintenance, and replacement paid by 
each purpose would be irrigation and drainage, $51,130, and power, 
$152,850. Annual costs for flood control in the amount of $6,560 
would be nonreimbursable. 


BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS 


A benefit-cost analysis has been made of the overall Washoe project 
to determine whether the project is justified to the Nation as a Fed- 
eral development. The analysis compared Federal project costs with 
tangible project benefits which are susceptible of monetary evalua- 
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tion. Other benefits for which no monetary value can be estimated 
are known as intangible and do not appear in the analysis. 

Average annual benefits from the project have been estimated at 
$2,900,000. These include benefits of $1,530,000 from irrigation and 
drainage and $1,081,100 from power production, estimated by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, and $288,900 from flood control, estimated 
by the Corps of Engineers. Arnual equivalent costs are expected to 
average $1,619,010 over a 100-year period. Neither benefits nor costs 
of the recreational facilities are included in the analysis as these facili- 
ties were added to the plan after the project report had been drafted. 

Evaluated benefits from the Washoe project would compare with 
attendant Federal costs in a ratio of 1.8 to 1 over a 100-year period 
of analysis beginning with the first year of full project operation. 





PROJECT ACCOMPLISHMENTS 


I would like to mention some of the accomplishments that would 
result from the Washoe project, including some of the indirect bene- 
fits that are not taken into consideration in the benefit-cost com- 
parison. 

The project would be in an area where water, and—to an extent— 
power, are the limiting factors in economic development and popula- 
tion growth. There are vast resources in land, but limited water 
supplies. Only by irrigation can the land become productive. The 
increased agricultural production, consisting primarily of dairy prod- 
ucts and beef cattle, is needed in the local markets. More than 
three-fourths of the electrical energy now used is imported over the 
high Sierra Nevada Mountains to the west. Natural fuels are not 
present locally for steam-electric generation. By making available 
additional water and power the project would provide for coordinated 
agricultural, industrial, and population growth that could not other- 
wise be accomplished. Through better use of the scarce water supply, 
new lands would be brought into production and the output of existing 
farms would be increased and stabilized. Similar benefits would 
result from land drainage planned as a part of the project. By lower- 
ing the ground-water table the drains would also contribute to public 
health and relieve damage to property in the vicinity of Reno and 
Sparks. The larger and more dependable irrigation supply would 
make possible a greater variety of crops to meet the needs of a rapidly 
increasing population. An increase in farm production of livestock 
feed would create a better balance with grazing on adjacent forest 
and range lands, permitting greater utilization of this nonfarm forage. 

Reservoirs that would be constructed as a part of the Washoe 
project would help to control the floodwaters that periodically destroy 

roperty along the stream courses, damage Reno and Sparks, and 
inundate farmland in both the Truckee and Carson River Basins. 
These menacing waters would be conserved and harnessed for irriga- 
tion and power production. 

The project would strengthen the national defense by developing an 
area removed from concentrated population centers or coastal loca- 
tions, thus aiding in the dispersion of industry and population. New 
farms and homes would be established, employment provided, and 
trade created. The taxing base would be broadened and income taxes 
increased. The Washoe project would be a step in the development 
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of American resources that is necessary if we are to provide for a 
population that is currently increasing at a faster rate than ever before. 

The Washoe project plan as now formulated would utilize Lake 
Tahoe for flood control and water conservation in about the same manner 
thatit is being utilized at the present time. Thedamagethatnow results 
from lake-level changes to the extensive recreational property in both 
California and Nevada would be neither increased nor alleviated in 
any marked degree. The project report, however, mentions several 
possibilities for providing relief from this situation that can be ex- 
plored. Some of these might be incorporated into the project in the 
definite plan studies following authorization, or they might - worked 
out in connection with still later developments on the Truckee and 
Carson Rivers. 

I would like to emphasize that the irrigation, power, and other 
benefits of the Washoe project are still some years in the future, even 
if the project were authorized now. Time will be required for the 
making of definite plan studies and the preparation of final designs and 
estimates of project structures. Under usual construction programs 
the benefits will follow from 5 to 10 years after the signing of a repay- 
ment contract. In the meantime the need for the project will con- 
tinue to grow. Favorable action now is necessary to achieve the 
project benefits some years in the future. 

Although the Washoe project would be a long step toward full 
development of the land and water resources in the project area, it 
would not be the final step. Potentialities would still exist for sub- 
stantial further development for irrigation, power generation, and flood 
control. The possibilities are discussed briefly in the Washoe project 
report of September 1954. The Corps of Engineers is interested in 
these further developments from the standpoint of flood control, and 
I am sure will continue to cooperate in the investigation and planning 
of them. 

STATE LEGISLATION 


Largely in support of this project, and upon recommendation of 
the local water users and the Bureau of Reclamation, the Nevada Legis- 
lature in its last session passed a water conservancy district law. 
The act provides for the establishment of conservancy districts to 
encourage and assist in water resource development and to contract 
with the United States for the repayment of project costs. Under 
the Washoe project plan, farmers served by the project would pay 
on construction costs for a period of 50 years. The conservancy 
district would provide a means by which other property owners in 
the vicinity who benefit indirectly could also contribute toward 
project costs through an ad valorem tax. This is a potential source 
of revenue that was not taken into account in the repayment analyses 
made for the report. It was not considered because the amount of 
the tax was indefinite and we desired to keep the repayment estimate 
conservative. Passage of the Water Conservancy District Act 
illustrates the willingness of the Nevada citizens to pay for the 
indirect benefits that will result from the project, and which naturally 
will be greater in the vicinity of the project than in other parts of 
the country. 

The Legislatures of Nevada and California have recently authorized 
compact negotiations on some interstate streams, including the 
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Truckee and Carson Rivers, and the Congress has given consent to 
such negotiations. This also indicates a desire on the part of these 
States to clear the way for ultimate development of water resources. 

The following is a summary of statistical data pertaining to the 
project. The attached map shows the location of project features. 

Chairman AspinaLtu. Thank you very much, Mr. Larson, for a 
very succinct and cenclusive statement. 

Unless there is an objection, the statistical matter at the end of 
Mr. Larson’s statement will be made a part of the record. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statistical matter referred to is shown below.) 


SUMMARY—WASHOE PrROJectT, NEVADA AND CALIFORNIA 


Average annual increase in irrigation supply: Acre-feet 
For Carson Valley, Empire, Dayton, and Fort Churchill areas______ 68, 300 

For existing Truckee River storage project ___- ; . 12,600 

For existing Newlands project___- 11, 700 
Total beet : 72, 600 


1 Supply to be reserved for use in dry cycles. 


Land area served (acres) : 


|Suppleme ntal! Supplemental| 


| 
j 
| Full irriga- irrigation irrigation and| 














Project subarea aaa et ice \drainage serv- Total 
| land ice land 
Carson Valley... oad 5, 100 | 19, 990 18, 170 | 43, 260 
Empire, Dayton, and Fort Churchill areas.____|__________- Lal 6, 300 | i eal 6, 390 
Newlands project- ---_- daca i : 70, 000 |._.--- ae 70, 000 
Truckee River storage project (Truckee Mead- | | 
DUO shinier cn natn cadégtnkdiadd tab aagn cabins) biped 14, 070 | 12, 730 | 26, 800 
eS Cire t vic tic. od See 5,100| ‘110, 300 | 30, 900 | 146, 360 
Power: 
Installed capacity ._............- eee ae 23, 000 
Average annual project generation_____-__-_ _kilowatt-hours 95, 871, 000 
Average annual reduction in existing generation_______do 7 4, 500, 000 
Average selling rate per kilowatt-hour_ bit Jyi8 9 
Flood control: Annual reduction in flood damages CAE trio beer ‘ $288, 900 
Costs: 
ares SOMOS al cee ee ee ee wes eee we __. $41, 558, 000 
Annual operation, maintenance, and replacement costs_ ___-__ $210, 540 


Benefit-cost ratio: Average annual benefits would compare with average annual 
equivalent costs in ratio of 1.8 to 1.0. 

Repayment: Irrigation and drainage payments up to the ability of the water 
users would be made for 50 years after suitable development periods for various 
project lands. The power investment would be amortized in 50 years at 2.5 
percent interest. Interest paid to the Federal Treasury would amount fo $14,- 
734,000. Net power revenues accruing for 14 years after repayment of the 
power investment would fully repay the part of the irrigation and drainage 
allocation beyond the repayment ability of the water users. 
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Allocation and repayment of project costs 


Cost allocation 


Purpose served | 
| Interest | Total reim- 


Source of payment 
revenue 


Irrigation 


Construc- : and drain- Power 
sae during con-| bursable * 
on cos : age pay- -venues 
tion cost struction cost ige pay revenue 


ments 





Irrigation and drainage _- ..|$17, 391, 000 $17, 391,000 $8, 180, 000 $9, 211, 000 


Power.._-- "__--2.--.----------| 18,247,000 | $720,000 | 18,967,000 |- | 18, 967, 000 
Flood control] (nonreimburseable) - - nee 5, 820, 000 antes ; 
Recreation (nonreimbursable) - __---- _| 100, 000 

Total___.- _.| 41, 558, 000 | 36,358,000 | 8,180,000 | 28, 178, 000 


Annual costs for operation, maintenance, and replacement paid by each purpose 
would be: irrigation and drainage, $51,130; and power, $152,850. Annual cost 
for flood control in the amount of $6,560 would be nonreimbursable. 

Chairman Asptnauu. Unless there is an objection, the map will be 
made a part of the record, with the understanding that the com- 
mittee will not be able to duplicate the color of the map. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

Let the record show that there are present with Mr. Larson at 
the witness table, Mr. H. A. Hunt, area engineer of this area, and 
Mr. P. T. Sant, agricultural economist from the regional office, 
Salt Lake City. 

As I understand it, Mr. Larson, you do not wish to be questioned 
primatily relative to flood control and channelization, but you wish 
that to be left to the Corps of Engineers; is that correct? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Aspinauu. In your statement you suggest that there 
has been close cooperation with State and local interests. Has this 
been any more so in this respect than as usual with the work of your 
office? 

Mr. Larson. No; except it has probably been a little faster. We 
started here new a few years ago and we did not have a definite plan 
formulated. In fact, there were three plans, and we submitted those 
plans in an informal way to the local interests so everyone would know 
what the potentialities were, and in that way we have been able to 
cooperate very closely, not only with the people themselves but with 
other Federal agencies. 

Chairman AspINatu. Is it your understanding that there is a 
complete understanding and approval by the State of California and 
those speaking for it in the plan now proposed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation? 

Mr. Larson. It is my understanding that the California interests, 
the State engineer’s office and others, are in general agreement with 
the plan, but they are mindful of possible developments in the Truckee 
River Basin in California and in the upper Carson River Basin in 
California, of which we are also mindful, and have that in considera- 
tion in the further phases of this development. 

Chairman AspInaLu. Is there any necessity of waiting for this 
understanding between the State of California, the State of Nevada 
and the Federal Government in this matter before authorization of 
the project now before us as proposed by the House bill? 
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Mr. Larson. No, sir; it is not necessary in my opinion that author- 
ization of this project be withheld waiting to complete the negotiations 
on a water compact between the States of Nevada and California, 
for about three principal reasons: One, that this area needs flood con- 
trol very badly, and floods, of course, do not wait for compacts. 

Chairman AspINnatu. I understand that flood control authorization 
has already been given by the Federal Government 

Mr. Larson. That is correct. 

Chairman Aspina.Lu. And that could proceed at the present time 
without the authorization of the bill now being considered. 

Mr. Larson. The flood control in the reservoirs is included in this 
plan of the Bureau of Reclamation, and is needed to supplement the 
channel work proposed by the Corps of Engineers. 

The second reason relating to the compact is that the important 
problems that will be covered by the compact relate to further devel- 
opment in the two streams and do not relate directly to this initial 
phase, as we call it, the present plan for the Washoe project. 

You mentioned, Mr. Chairman, that the flood control had been 
authorized. I mentioned in my statement that construction is con- 
tingent on the Bureau’s part of the plan being authorized. That is 
for the reason that the flood storage in the Bureau’s reservoirs is 
needed to protect the channelization work. 

Chairman AspINALL. In your statement you suggest that the 
storage benefits or supplemental water will be needed on the New- 
lands and the Truckee storage projects, which are already in existence. 
Is it your understanding that water will be needed every year in the 
existing reclamation projects where supplemental water is to be fur- 
nished by this authorization? 

Mr. Larson. No, sir; these projects have a fairly good water supply, 
but they are short of water in some years, and under the Washoe 
project plan as we have it, it is our view that the two streams can be 
much better regulated so that some storage water can be provided 
for these existing projects in the years when they need it badly, and 
at the same time better develop the country by adding other lands and 
drainage to the area. 

Chairman AsprnaLu. And the storage capacity which you are pro- 
viding in this project can be carried over from year to year to a certain 
extent to take care of the need of supplemental water when needed; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Larson. That is correct. 

Chairman AspINauu. In your statement you suggest that power 
is to be sold at 9 mills per kilowatt. Isn’t that a rather high rate for 
power? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir; that is a rather high rate, but you must take 
into consideration that a large part of the power that will be developed 
by the two powerplants proposed in this plan is peaking power, and 
then it is not such a high rate, particularly in an area that does not 
have fuels, either gas or coal, to develop power by steam. 

Chairman AsprnaLu. Your statement, then, is that this is not an 
unreasonable charge for this kind of power in this particular area; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Larson. That is correct. 

Chairman AsprnaLu. Do your studies show that you have a guar- 
anty of a market for this power at that price? 
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Mr. Larson. Yes, sir; our power market survey shows that we will 
have sale for the power at that price. 

Chairman Asprnatu. Mr. Hunt, will you please identify the map 
which you were using while Mr. Larson was making his statement, 
and then answer a question that I have? 

Mr. Hunt. Yes, sir. I am area engineer of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. The large display map is similar and almost identical with the 
map that is attached to Mr. Larson’s statement. It shows the project 
area and the features of the project and the principal other points of 
interest in the project area, such as towns, existing reservoirs, lakes, 
and so on. 

Chairman AspinaLu. Perhaps I wasn’t looking at you when you 
were referring to the map, but would you please point out for my bene- 
fit at least the 226-acre foot Calvada Reservoir? 

(Witness points out same on the map.) 

Chairman AspInALu. That is below the proposed power facilities; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Hunt. Yes, sir. The water from the Stampede Reservoir will 
flow through this Stampede tunnel, drop through the powerplant and 
below the powerplant will be reregulated by this Calvada regulatory 
reservoir. 

Mr. Larson. May I explain, Mr. Chairman, that there are a num- 
ber of other private powerplants on the Truckee River that operate 
the year around, and then there are irrigation canals diverting from 
the river, operating during the summer months, and in using our 
Calvada powerplant for peaking purposes it is necessary that we have 
some storage below the powerplant to smooth out the streams to take 
care of the existing rights. 

Chairman Asprnauu. The chairman and other members of the com- 
mittee who were here yesterday were fortunate enough to have 
Mr. Devore take us over that area, and the reason for that question 
was so that those reading the record of this hearing would have that 
information before them. 

Your statement relative to the benefit-cost analysis might be termed 
a statement dependent upon direct benefits only; is that correct? 

Mr. Larson. Direct benefits and some indirect benefits. 

Chairman AspinaLu. Are the indirect benefits included in your 
benefit-cost analysis of 1.8 to 1? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Chairman AsprnaLut. What would be the ratio if only direct benefits 
were included? 

Mr. Larson. It would be over 1 to 1; about 1.4 to 1. 

Chairman AspiInALL. Would it be the policy of the Bureau if the 
legislation is approved and the project authorized, to have negotia- 
tions for an execution of a contract with the conservancy district 
involved before you proceeded with the construction or additional 
expense for specifications and plans? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Chairman AspInaLu. That is all the chairman has at this time, 
reserving the right to ask you further questions on the question of 
allocation and repayment. 

The chairman recognizes his colleague, Mr. Westland. 

Mr. WestLANb. Mr. Chairman, you have covered most of these 
points. On the surface at least it sounds like a good project. 
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It is difficult for me to orient myself, coming from the country I 
do, to a 226 acre-foot reservoir. It sounds like a damp spot out in 
the desert or something. 

Nine mills for power, are you sure that can’t be produced for any 
less than that with steam around here? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. We have made a very careful survey our- 
selves, and we also rely on the power market surveys by the Federal 
Power Commission. A certain amount of power comes into this 
territory now over the Sierra Nevada Mountains mentioned in my 
statement, and I think the other witnesses here will cover that angle. 

Mr. WestLanp. We have generally found throughout the country 
that steam could be produced at 7 mills. That has been the general 
figure. 

Mr. Larson. Our estimate for the generation of power by steam 
here is 15.3 mills. 

Mr. WestLanp. 15.3 mills for steam power? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Aspinauu. Will my colleague yield? 

Mr. WEsTLAND. Yes. 

Chairman Asprnauu. That is the rate as delivered to the distributor? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. To do the same job by steam, our estimate 
would be 15.3 mills per kilowatt-hour as compared with our 9 mills 
developed by the project. 

Mr. WestLanp. How does your land limitation Jaw affect this 
project, your 160-acre requirement? 

Mr. Larson. In this area we have a certain percent of the lands 
that are in private ownerships in excess of 160 acres, and that has been 
true over a long period of years. In fact, when the Truckee storage 
project and also the Humboldt project were authorized, those projects 
were exempted from the 160-acre land limitation by special acts of 
the Congress. 

Mr. WestLAND. Is it your thinking that this project should carry 
that same exception? 

Mr. Larson. It is my understanding from the witnesses that testi- 
fied in the Senate hearing that they are » desirous of hs aving this project 
exempted from the 160-acre land limitation for supplemental water 
supplies where only a small amount of water is being purchased, but 
they are not asking, as I understand it, to be exempted on new lands, 
but I am making no comments so far as I am concerned as a Govern- 
ment witness. 

Mr. WestLaNnpb. Now, I notice you say the ability of the irrigation 
repayment is $8,180,000. How did you arrive at that figure, Mr. 
Larson? 

Mr. Larson. What was that? 

Mr. WestLanp. The ability of these farmers to repay for their 
irrigation and drainage costs. 

Chairman Aspinatu. Now, if my colleague will yield, I don’t 
believe that was his statement. I think his statement was that that 
was the amount allocated to irrigation. 

Mr. WestLaNnpb. But it has been predicated on the ability of these 
farmers to repay. 

Chairman AspinNaLL. No; part of that is to come from power 
revenues. 

Mr. WestLANnp. There is another $9 million to be paid for power 


revenues. 
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Chairman Asprnatu. The Chair stands corrected. 

Mr. Larson. The $8,180,000 to be paid by the water users over a 
period of 50 years was based on the increased benefits, their ability 
to pay for the increased benefits. 

Mr. WeEstTLAND. Is that based on their present rate of cost for irri- 
gation? 

Mr. Larson. No, sir. I would like Mr. Sant to go into that in 
more detail. I think he can answer it better than 1. 

Mr. P. T. Sant. The repayment figure of $8,180,000 was based on an 
analysis of the crops and livestock produced in the area under condi- 
tions of a full water supply. That was related to a price level of 215 
for prices paid and received by the farmers. The figure excludes the 
operation and maintenance costs that would be required from the 
water users. 

Mr. WesTLAND. You have also mentioned in this report that the 
repayment would be based on the economic ability of the farmers to 
repay. Now, have you figured out some percentage of their gross, or 
how or what is vour thinking on their economic ability? 

Mr. Sant. We have made our analysis on what is called the ‘farm 
budget analysis,’”’ in which you recognize the increase in crop yields, 
the new crops that could be produced with the additional water, and 
the livestock that could be carried on the farm resulting from the 
additional production. All farm costs, of course, are taken out in the 
determination of the repayment ability of the farmers. 

Mr. Westuanp. And this figure over a 50-year period is pretty 
much a shot in the dark; isn’t it? 

Mr. Sant. It does involve an estimate of the future prices, but the 
price level of 215 was mutually agreed to by all your Federal agencies 
and is in common use as to the average prices that are expected over 
the next 50 years. 

The other factors of production as to yields, turnoff rates on live- 
stock, land use, I think, are pretty firm estimates since they reflect 
largely conditions that are already achieved or realized in the area 
under consideration. 

Mr. WestLanp. You mentioned in your report here that this will 
produce largely beef cattle and dairy products. Now, I come from a 
dairying area and I know that the dairy farmers are having a real 
tough time today. 

Now, under today’s conditions let’s say that this land is irrigated 
and a fellow puts some cows out there in the pasture and goes into 
the dairy business—and he is not making any money today; very few 
of them are at least—what would their ability be, then, to repay; how 
would you figure that out? 

Mr. Sant. We would, of course, have to take essentially the same 
rates of production and apply the current costs or prices received and 
paid by the farmers. That, of course, would influence their income. 

We are located, however, in an area where there is a deficit of dairy 
products. The whole Washoe Valley and area is closely related to 
California and it is expected that the market for dairy products, and 
the essential products produced on this project, will increase over the 
next few years. In fact, the Department of Agriculture has recently 
released a publication which shows a large deficit of both dairy prod- 
ucts and beef cattle for this whole Western Pacific slope. As close 
as they are to California it is not expected that there will be any trouble 
marketing the dairy products and beef. 
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Mr. WestLanp. There may be a shortage right in this particular 
area, but I am sure you know that we have a considerable surplus of 
dairy products held by the Commodity Credit Corporation at the 
present time. 

Mr. Sant. That is true. 

Mr. WestLanp. I think the last report I saw was 109 million 
pounds of butter that was in storage. Yet you are saying here that 
you are going to put land into production to increase that. 

Mr. Sant. That is true, but as mentioned in Mr. Larson’s state- 
ment, the benefits of actual production to be realized from the project 
are years in the future, perhaps 10 or 15 years from now. 

Mr. WestLanp. I understand that. That is why I say this, that 
it is somewhat of a shot in the dark. Ten years from now there may 
be a deficit instead of a surplus of dairy products, but as of the present 
time certainly increased dairy production throughout the country is 
not needed. 

Mr. Sant. On a national scale; that is true. 

Mr. WestLanp. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Aspinatu. The Chair recognizes the Congresswoman 
from Idaho, Mrs. Pfost. 

Mrs. Prost. I, too, wish to join with my chairman in complimenting 
Mr. Larson on a very fine statement. 

Mr. Larson, I wish to question you regarding the answer you gave 
to Chairman Aspinall’s questions on the deepening of the channel 
being held up until such time as the reservoir or storage sites have 
been provided. You said that it was necessary to have these storage 
facilities in order to protect the channelization work. In what way 
will the storage protect the channel? I realize that by deepening 
the channel greater flows of water will go down the river. Why 
wouldn’t that be an advantage even without the storage facilities? 

Mr. Larson. You are probably familiar with the area right near 
here by the Riverside Hotel, and in the flood here of November 1950, 
I believe it was, the water was several feet deep in the Riverside 
Hotel and the Mapes Hotel. The damage was terrific. 

Now, there are two problems in controlling floods: One is the 
storage and the other is the channel improvement work. There are 
rock reefs in the lower end of this valley that dam up the valley, you 
might say, and the river is too narrow in places. 

This was a joint plan worked out where the Army engineers deter- 
mined what channel improvement work was necessary, and then 
wherever possible the storage to take off the peaks of these streams 
would be in the reservoirs planned for irrigation. They would be used 
to control floods, and then at the last of the flood, fill the reservoirs 
and keep the water for irrigation, so they perform a dual purpose, 
and that is the reason why the storage is necessary to go along with 
the channel work. Otherwise, if we didn’t put part of the floodwater 
in the reservoirs, when these terrific floods come, then the channel 
work in some respects would not be fully protected and would not 
do their full job. 

Chairman AsprInauu. If my colleague will yield right there. Then 
your dam known as Derby Dam would be in peril; would it not? 

Mr. Larson. Mr. Hunt might answer that. 

Mr. Hunt. Right now the area below Reno above where the channel 
improvement is to be made in the reef area acts as sort of a reservoir 
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to prevent downstream flooding, and will not allow the full amount 
of water to go down. Now, if those reefs are removed it will let a 
bigger flush of water go down and endanger, possibly, the Derby 
Dam and downstream ranches and farmlands, unless there is storage 
up above to reduce the amount of water that could go through. 

Mrs. Prosr. Of course, I understand thoroughly the need for up- 
stream storage. However, I could not seem to reconcile the fact 
that it was necessary to have the upstream storage in order to do 
the channelization work. I assumed that the water out of the Truckee 
River certainly would have a quick getaway, but it does not, then, as 
it empties into the lake downstream? 

Mr. Hunr. As it goes downstream past this area the channel now 
will not carry as much as it will upstream so as soon as you open up 
that channel so it will carry more through that area, you endanger 
facilities downstream that are now protected by the fact that those 
reefs are in. 

Mrs. Prost. I see. That answers my question. 

One other question, Mr. Chairman. 

I notice here on page 3 of your statement, Mr. Larson, that you 
say there will be waters to replace some of the Carson River water 
that is now used on the Newlands project. Will the supplemental 
or the exchange waters for the Newlands project be entirely from 
reservoir sources, or will there be some pumping? My reason for 
asking that question is, would it necessitate pumping waste water 
onto the Newlands project? 

Mr. Larson. We would divert more water from the Truckee River 
over to the Newlands project in lieu of taking water out of the Carson 
River for lands higher up. 

Mrs. Prost. In other words, the people in the Newlands area will 
have as much or more water after this project 

Mr. Larson. We have to fully protect that project and give them 
water in dry years that they do not have now. 

Mrs. Prost. How long will this proposed Carson Canal be; what is 
the length of it? 

Mr. Larson. Mr. Hunt will have that information here in just a 
moment. 

Mr. Hunt. It is about 7 miles. The intent of the Carson Canal is 
to divert water from the East Fork of the Carson River over to the 
West Fork above their confluent so as to furnish supplemental water 
to the area now served by the West Fork. Perhaps I could show you 
on the map if you like. 

Mrs. Prost. I would like to see it. 

Mr. Hunt (showing same on the map). The East Fork of the 
Carson River follows in this manner here and joins the West Fork 
clear down here, and the West Fork runs down through this area here, 
[indicating on map]. There is no appreciable storage upstream on the 
West Fork nor on the East Fork now, either, but the East Fork will 
have Watasheamu Dam built on it, and then we will run the water 
from it over to the West Fork so the lands now being served on the 
West Fork will have a late season supplemental storage. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Mr. Hunt. One question 
with regard to the pumping situation for the drainage of the lands. 
After the Carson Valley and the Truckee Meadows are drained will it 
be good, productive soil? 
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Mr. Larson. Yes; a detailed land classification has been made of 
that area. 

Mrs. Prost. What class will it be as soon as drainage is provided? 

Mr. Larson. It falls in 3 classes, 1, 2, and 3, as usual. 

Mrs. Prost. Some of it would be No. 1 land? 

Mr. Larson. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. Is the elevation here too high for row cropping? 

Mr. Larson. Some row crops can be raised here, potatoes, and 
there are other row crops. 

Mr. Prost. Would it throw several acres of this land into row crop 
classification? 

Mr. Larson. I think there would be some, but as we have said 
before, it would be mostly feed for dairy stock, grain. 

Mrs. Prost. That is all, Mr. Chairman; thank you very much. 

Chairman Asprnatu. The Chair recognizes his colleague, Mr. 
Young. 

Mr. Youna. I would like to direct a question with regard to the 
disposition of power. What sort of contract will it be and how will 
it be negotiated? 

Mr. Larson. Under the existing law, power from federally con- 
structed plants must be sold, first to the preferential customers, 
everything else being the same, and then otherwise. Since this 
project will take several years I assume that the power would be 
sold under whatever existing laws and policy prevailed at that time. 

Mr. Youne. Would it be a 10-year or 20-year contract, or what? 

Mr. Larson. I couldn’t answer that at the present time. That is 
a matter of several things that spring from the policies of the Secretary 
of the Interior, consistent with what laws are existing at the time it 
is being sold. 

Mr. Youna. If the project were authorized and money furnished 
as of this instance, what sort of a power contract would be in existence? 
With the farmers you would merely have a 50-year repayment period? 

Mr. Larson. I assume if the project were authorized today the 
powerplants would be built on the basis of paying out in 50 years. 

Mr. Youna. So there would be a 50-year contract, would there? 

Mr. Larson. No; I doubt that it would. I am not too familiar 
with the policies for the resale of power, because we in region 4 have 
not yet ever built a powerplant and sold the power. We have been 
hoping to get projects, waiting for projects to go ahead, so I am not 
too familiar with what the years of the contract would be, except 
that I do know power is being sold today under 5- and 10-year 
contracts. 

Mr. Youna. Is there any danger that the present consumer of 
this power might decide 5 or 10 years hence—if cheaper power were 
available—that he no longer desired that power, and Uncle Sam 
might have power which would not be marketable? 

Mr. Larson. That is possible, except we can’t think of anything 
that might do that. The cost of generating power has been going 
continuously up, even in spite of the potentiality of atomic power. 
Atomic power would still call for operation and maintenance expenses 
and other expenses. 

Mr. Youna. I recall in the discussion that there were power con- 
sumers who would contract to buy all the power. I presume by their 
willingness to contract power they would sign long-term contracts. 
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I am just wondering whether such arrangements were under contem- 
plation. 

Mr. Larson. Congressman Young, we haven’t gotten that far with 
it, and I think that is a question we would have to check with the 
Commissioner’s office and the Office of the Secretary. I couldn’t 
answer what the policy would be on that. 

Mr. Youna. One more question with regard to the conservancy 
district. Is it the desire of the Bureau of Reclamation that a con- 
servancy district be established encompassing both the Truckee and 
Carson Basins for the purpose of further insuring a return of the 
Federal investment? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. It was our thinking that a conservancy 
district should be passed for two principal reasons: One being that 
the ad valorem tax would bring in revenue from the indirect bene- 
ficiaries, and there are indirect beneficiaries in the area; second, that 
we saw no other practical way where this project might be turned 
over to the water users for operation and maintenance after it is con- 
structed. 

There would be no single entity with which we could deal. We 
could deal with the cities, irrigation companies, and that way the 
Government would stay in the saddle and continue to operate it. 
With a single entity you would have somebody responsible who could 
step in and operate the project. 

Mr. Youna. Do you have any idea how much additional revenue 
would come from the ad valorem tax as a result of the conservancy 
district? 

Mr. Larson. As a general idea I assume that the assessed valuation 
of the area around here now that might be considered in the con- 
servancy district is probably $75 million or $100 million, and I believe 
your Conservancy District Act provides for assessment up to $1 
million for everything, operation and maintenance after the project 
is in operation, so that could be a source of considerable revenue in 
aid of paying off the project and aid in operating expenses. 

Mr. Youna. If that money came in, which group of beneficiaries 
now paying the $41 million would receive the benefit of the ad valorem 
tax receipts; the farmers, the power users, or would it be distributed 
equitably among the various groups now paying? 

Mr. Larson. I don’t know whether I understand your question. 

Mr. Youna. Maybe I don’t understand how the ad valorem tax 
works. I understood if there was a conservancy district certain 
property owners who would not contribute under the present bill— 
because they are not farmers or utilizing the power—would pay certain 
money to the conservancy district as a result of the ad valorem tax. 
That would increase the revenues over and above that being returned 
from the farmers or the power consumers. 

Mr. Larson. That is correct. 

Mr. Youne. I was wondering how much that amount would be; 
who would receive the benefit and in what ratio. 

Mr. Larson. Well, the assessed valuation might run from $75 
million to $100 million at the present time. Whether it would be an 
increase over a 50-year repayment period, I wouldn’t guess at the 
moment, but based on $100 million, an average of 1 mil over 50 years 
would be $4 million maximum. Now, if they use half of that for 
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operation and maintenance costs, for example, half could then be 
applied on irrigation costs. 

Chairman AspINnauu. If my colleague will yield at that point, having 
a little familiarity with these conservancy districts, the amount of 
millage would depend upon the amount required to firm up the 
project. 

In other words, as I understand it there is no mandatory provision 
in the law that the millage has to be levied; that any part of that 
millage might be levied, but the project would call upon the conserv- 
ancy district for such an amount year by year as it may need; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir; but as a matter of safety you notice in my 
statement that we did not make an estimate of what the income 
would be from the ad valorem tax, and the $8 million was classed as 
the amount that could be repaid by the water users. 

Mr. Youna. That is all the questions I have. I would like, Mr. 
Chairman, to place in the record at this point a list of questions that 
I have asked the Bureau of Reclamation and the answers furnished 
by the Bureau. 

Chairman AspInaALu. Without objection, it is so ordered. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., April 15, 1956. 
Hon. Cuiirton YOUNG, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D C. 
Dear Mr. Youne: Your letter of April 13 enclosing questions dealing with 
the proposed Washoe project has been received. 
You will hear from us as soon as answers to your questions have been compiled. 
Sincerely yours, ' 
Frep G. AANDAHL, Assistant Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., July 20, 1956. 
Hon, Cuirron Youna, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Youne: As promised in our letter of April 15 the answers to 
your 23 questions concerning the proposed Washoe project are enclosed. 
Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDARL, 
Assistant Secretary. 


ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS BY CONGRESSMAN YOUNG, OF NEVADA, ON WASHOE 
Prosect, NEVADA-CALIFORNIA 


1. Would it be possible to secure a review of the allocation of project costs 
prior to construction? It is felt by certain of my constituents that the costs at 
the present time do not accurately reflect the benefits to recreation, health, fish 
and wildlife. 

Answer. The tentative allocation of project costs will be reviewed and adjusted 
where necessary prior to construction. Such a review is normally made during 
the preparation of the definite plan report which sets forth in detail the plan of 
development of the project, This report is usually prepared following authori- 
zation and prior to actual construction. 

2, Further, it is contended that if flood-control henefits were based on present- 
day prices, the economic appearance of the project would be better. It is also 
suggested that if the Washoe project were made a joint undertaking with the 
Corps of Army Engineers’ flood-control plan (where there is a high benefit-cost 
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ratio), the overall appearance of the Washoe project would be improved. Would 
you comment on these proposals please? 

Answer. If flood-control benefits were based on present-day prices and the 
cost reallocated accordingly it would increase the flood-control allocation 
$1,100,000 and reduce the irrigation and drainage allocation by $1 million and 
the power allocation by $100,000. This would reduce the number of years 
required for net power revenues to pay off the unpaid irrigation allocation from 
14 to 12. The use of projected prices for benefit analysis is a procedure adopted 
by the Department of the Interior after careful consideration of alternatives. 
It is believed proper to price benefits as closely as is possible to the time when 
they are expected to accrue. It is equally proper to express costs currently, that 
is, as of the date when incurred. 

If the Corps of Engineers’ flood-control plan is made a joint undertaking with the 
Bureau’s Washoe project and the change reflected in the economic analysis, 
there would be essentially no change in the economic appearance of the project. 
There is not enough difference in the benefit-cost ratios to make any appreciable 
change in the economics under joint analysis. 

3. Is it possible that preservation, propagation, and development of fish and 
wildlife be declared a purpose of the project and their development made non- 
reimbursable, providing benefits exceed costs? If so, could this be done under 
the Coordination Act or would special provisions in the authorizing legislation 
hereon be required? 

Answer. It is the policy of the Department of the Interior to protect and develop 
fish and wildlife resources so far as such protection and de’elopment can be ob- 
tained within costs commensurate with the anticipated benefits, and so far as 
they do not preclude proper development of irrigation and ovher allied works or 
unduly impair the efficiency of the project for irrigation purposes. Accordingly, 
the preservation and propagation of these resources bas been made one of the 
purposes of the project. Public Law 732 provides that ‘“‘the Secretary of the 
Interior shall, in addition to allocations to be made under section 9 of the Reclama- 
tion Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187), make findings on the part of the estimated 
cost of the project which can properly be allocated to the preservation and 
propagation of fish and wildlife, and costs allocated pursuant to such findings 
shall not be reimbursable.”” You may wish, nevertheless, to consider special 
peneene in the authorizing legislation to remove any doubt, if that is what you 

esire. 

4. What will be the effect of the Washoe project on the littoral owners at 
Lake Tahoe? Their comments suggest that high water would be present under 
the construction of the Washoe project more frequently than without its con- 
struction. Is there any information available on how much damage is suffered 
when water reaches the level contemplated in project planning? Would the 
damage, if any, be increased by the project? 

Answer. The net effect of the Washoe project will be minor on the littoral 
owners at Lake Tahoe. The Washoe project feasibility report of September 
1954 includes a graph comparing historical Lake Tahoe fluctuations with those of 
the proposed project operations. The graph shows that under the proposed 
pesmeet plan the high water level of 6229.1 was reached more frequently than under 

istoric conditions. It also shows that the lower water level of 6223 would be 
reached less frequently with the project plan. Had the fluctuation chart also 
shown a line reflecting the operation of all the existing storage facilities under 
the more efficient conservation measures presently practiced through the same 
period, it would have shown that project operation and present actual operation 
would be very nearly the same. Under the plan of ultimate development it is 

roposed to transfer the top 1.1 feet of storage from Lake Tahoe to another site. 

hus, the maximum elevation of Lake Tahoe would be reduced to 6228. 

It must be remembered that the top 6.1 feet of Lake Tahoe is a reservoir. 
During the dry cycle in the 1930’s, when the Lake level remained low many 
people built summer homes, boat docks, and piers below the top elevation of the 
reservoir storage. During the past 4 or 5 years the lake filled each year and 
damage to the low installations resulted. The damage is now primarily to resort 
and private beach areas that are partially covered during high-water stages. 
The Corps of Engineers evaluated the damages attributable to high water when 
it first occurred after the dry cycle in the 1930’s. Additional surveys would be 
required to determine present-day damages. 

5. What precedent is there in reclamation activity for exempting the Washoe 
project from the excess land provision of the Federal reclamation laws? 

Answer. The Truckee storage and Humboldt projects in Nevada (54 Stat. 
1219), the Colorado-Big Thompson (52 Stat. 764), and San Luis (66 Stat. 282) 
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projects in Colorado and the Owl Creek unit, Missouri River Basin project (68 
Stat. 890), in Wyoming were exempted in whole or in part by special legislation 
from the excess land provision of the Federal reclamation laws following their 
authorization. These projects furnish supplemental irrigation water only. 

6. The Nevada Fish and Game Commission at one time recommended a mini- 
mum release of 70 cubic feet per second at the Lake Tahoe Dam for fish purposes. 
Would this be practicable from an engineering or economic standpoint? How 
many additional cubic feet per second would be required to implement this plan, 
assuming that during certain months of the year the 70 cubic feet per second and 
more would be released by the down stream users? If this would not be possible 
under the present plan for the Washoe project, would it be practicable to devise 
another method of storing additional water in the Truckee River drainage system 
(e. g. on Prosser Creek) for the purpose of getting exchange water for release 
below Lake Tahoe? Would the cost of construction of this feature be considered 
an integral and nonreimbursable part of the whole project? If there is precedent, 
how would the expenses of construction and operation be allocated and paid? 

Answer. A minimum release of 70 cubic feet per second from Lake Tahoe 
would not be practicable from an engineering or economic standpoint. Present 
releases from Lake Tahoe are based on the Truckee River decree which sets up 
rates of flow to be maintained in the river. Normally the gates at Lake Tahoe 
are closed during the spring runoff period when inflows to the river farther down- 
stream are above the established decreed flows. During this period river flows 
immediately below Lake Tahoe are reduced to very minor amounts of uncontrolled 
water that bypass the gates. Lake Tahoe storage is usuallv released during the 
summer and fall season to supplement natural river flows for irrigation and power 
purposes. Releases of a minimum of 70 cubic feet per second from Lake Tahoe 
would require the release of from 5,000 to 30,000 acre-feet of stored water at a 
time when much of it could not be utilized for irrigation downstream. 

Additional storage to permit the release of the water on an exchange basis could 
be developed on the river system for fishery purposes. Detailed data on the cost 
and benefit of such storage, however, have not been developed or evaluated. If 
such storage were for the purpose of preventing damages resulting from construc- 
tion of the elements of the Washoe project its construction might well be con- 
sidered as a necessary and integral part of the total project. On the other hand 
if such storage were solely for the purpose of improving the fishery situation, or 
perhaps of replacing the status quo of many years azo, it could also just as logically 
be presented or raised purely as a fishery matter rather than as part of a reclama- 
tion project. Whether such cost would be nonreimbursable is a question first of 
the facts in the matter, which we do not have, and second, of what the Congress 
may wish to do. No precise precedent is applicable in this instance. 

7. Nevada sportsmen feel that there may be some interference with deer migra- 
tion with the construction of canals and project works. Is there precedent for 
constructing fences and earth-covered bridges over these works in reclamation 
work? What sort of authorization is necessary to permit or require this? How 
would the cost be borne? 

Answer. Many reclamation irrigation features have facilities for protection 
and control of wildlife. These are usually constructed in accordance with studies 
and recommendations of the Fish and Wildlife Service, and are financed when so 
authorized on a nonreimbursable basis and under Public Law 732. Our under- 
standing is that the fencing and bridging suggested is desirable in order to protect 
the wildlife population. 

8. In the event the project is constructed, what steps will be necessary to insure 
the following: 

(a) That Federal land owned and controlled by the project operator and project 
waters be open to free use and access by the public for hunting and fishing except 
for such portions as may be reserved by the operating agency for purposes of 
normal operating efficiency and protection of public property. 

(b) That leases of Federal land owned and controlled by the operating agency 
stipulate the right of public access for purposes of hunting, fishing, and other non- 
commercialized recreational use. 

(c) That recreational users have some representative on the board or group 
serving as operating agency. 

Answer. (a) and (b) can be provided for as a provision of the contract between 
the United States and the contracting enity operating, the project for Federal 
_ lands withdrawn or acquired for the Washoe project use. Item (c) will depend 
on the enabling State legislation that provides for the establishment of a con- 
tracting entity \o contract for operation of the Washoe project. 
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9. What steps can be taken to insure that minimum pools will be established 
to maintain fish life in the proposed reservoirs after consultation with various 
groups affected? 

Answer. All the major reservoirs of the project have been planned with mini- 
mum dead storage pools for irrigation, power and silt-control purposes. It is 
anticipated that these pools will be sufficient to maintain fish life. There are 
25,000 acre-feet of dead storage in Watasheamu, 1,000 acre-feet dead storage in 
Stampede and 650 acre-feet minimum dead storage in Dressler diversion dam. 
If additional inviolate storage for fish preservation is believed desirable, provision 
therefore could be provided in the authorizing legislation. 

10. Is there any conflict between the Washoe project and the ultimate full 
vane development of agricultural possibilities at the Pyramid Lake Indian 

eservation? hat is the maximum acre-feet of water the Indians can vse for 
agriculture? What amount will be used by consumers in the Truckee-Carson 
River drainage areas outside the Indian reservation on the average? 

Answer. There is no conflict between the Washoe project and the ultimate 

tential development of agricultural possibilities at the Pyramid Lake Indian 

eservation. Allowance was made for the acreage and water allotted to the 
Indians under the Truckee River final decree in these studies prior to dev elop- 
ment of irrigation supplies for the Washoe project. Under the decree 2,745 acres 
of reservation bench lands are allotted 15,400 acre-feet, and 3,130 acres of reser- 
vation bottom lands are allotted 14,700 acre-feet of water with first priority from 
the natural flows of the Truckee River. Capacity has been provided in the 
existing Truckee canal, a feature of the Newlands project, to facilitate delivery 
of this decreed water to the Indian bench lands. 

The amount of water, including Washoe pro;ect development, diverted to and 
consumed by the land located in the various areas of the Truckee and Carson 
River Basins other than on the Indian Peservation would be as follows: 


[Acre-feet—A verage annual figures] 
- Return and 
| Diverted local inflow Consumed 
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11. It has been suggested by local sportsmen that an additional reservoir be 
constructed for storing exchange water on the Truckee River or that a fish 
hatchery be constructed in the vicinity of Watasheamu as part of the project. 
Could these be made nonreimbursable? If so, what will be the effect of the cost- 
benefit ratio? Is there any precedent for this type of fish and wildlife development 
in a reclamation project? If so, could you cite examples and tell the amount of 
money involved and describe how the cost is allocated in the project? 

Answer. As to the exchange water, see the answer to question 6 above. 
Congress could declare such costs to be nonreimbursable but that action would 
not by itself affect the benefit-cost ratio. That ratio is computed by considering 
all costs, including interest, without regard to reimbursability. 

As to the fish hatchery, the following examples of hatcheries constructed in 
reclamation projects are cited: 


Project Hatchery | Cost Operated by— 
Central Valley_....... Coleman Station_----- | $700,000 | Fish and Wildlife Service. 
Columbia Basin_.....| Leavenworth__...__-_- 2, 180, 000 | Do. 

alk bq he natse elne oi , a 240, 000 Do. 


i saity no taancmasata Me Dc bi ceddcdad 430, 000 | Do. 
| 148, 500 | State of Washington Game Department. 





Cost of these facilities were included in the capital costs of the projects and are 
reimbursable. 

12. Assuming that a fish hatchery could be constructed as part of the Washoe 
project, what would be the means of financing the sum necessary each year to 
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run it? Would there be costs of operation and maintenance or would funds come 
from special et appropriations? 

Answer. The Fish and Wildlife Service obtains funds for operation of hatcheries 
in some cases as in the examples cited above. In keeping with the President’s 
program of cooperation between Federal and State interests, the State should be 
willing to operate and maintain the hatchery with State funds. 

13. Views and recommendations of the State of California on the Washoe 
project, dated February 1955, contained the following observations: 

(a) “Of the 49,560 acres of land proposed to be furnished all or supplemental 
irrigation supplies annually from the project, all but 3,815 acres lie in the State 
of Nevada.” Is this information accurate? 

(b) Ultimate use requirements in excess of present use for lands in California 
are 15,800 acre-feet in the Truckee River Basin and 5,500 acre-feet in the Carson 
River Basin, or a total future additional net depletion if 21,300 acre-feet. The 
total ultimate consumptive use of water in these basins, including the present use, 
is estimated to be 19,900 acre-feet for the Truckee River Basin and 16,600 acre-feet 
for the Carson River Basin. Net loss due to evaporation from reservoirs to be 
constructed with the Washoe project or from future reservoirs will be in addition 
to this amount. Is this information substantially correct? 

Answer. (a) The information presented is correct. 

(b) California’s figures for future additional net depletion of water in the 
Truckee River Basin are based on the State’s estimates of ultimate future irriga- 
tion development of high, rolling meadow land in the Sierra Nevada. These 
lands are at about elevation 6,000 feet and are currently used for livestock grazing 
during the summer months. They are unsuitable for irrigation farming under 
present economic conditions because of soils, high elevation, topography, and 
climate. All California lands in the Truckee River Basin that are susceptible of 
irrigation under present conditions have a full water supply. 

ith respect to the California portion of the Carson River Basin, a detailed 
land classification revealed about 1,300 acres of virgin land that is suitable for 
irrigation farming. Irrigation of these lands, if economically justified, would 
deplete the water supply an additional 2,250 acre-feet. The remaining additional 
depletion of 3,250 acre-feet included in California’s figures of 5,500 acre-feet would 
require irrigation of lands in high mountain valleys above 6,000 feet that are 
being used for summer pasture. These lands are unsuitable for irrigation farming 
under present economic conditions because of soils, high elevation, topography, 
and climatic conditions. 

Should additional depletions be made, as mentioned by California, the Washoe 
project as planned would be affected adversely. 

The evaporation loss from reservoirs has been deducted from the volume of 
water considered to be developed by the Washoe project. This net loss from 
evaporation would not be in addition to California’s ultimate depletion. 

14. What will happen if the State engineer of California refuses to approve an 
application to appropriate water at the reservoir sites? What will happen if 
the permits contain reservations for water for potential use in the watersheds of 
origin? Would the Washoe project plans be altered accordingly? 

Toieiae, Water rights for the project will have to be obtained before con- 
struction of the project can proceed. If the State engineer of California refuses 
to approve applications to appropriate water or makes reservations that would 
jeopardize project rights, it is doubtful that we could or would be justified in 
proceeding with construction of the project. Bills are now pending before the 
Congress to authorize negotiation of a compact between the States of Nevada and 
California. 

15. Is there a legal basis for California refusing to grant an application for 
such appropriation until the potential needs of her counties are recognized? 

Answer. Lake Tahoe, the Carson and Truckee Rivers are interstate streams 
and both Nevada and California are therefore presumably entitled to equitable 
shares of the water of these streams. We suggest that you consider the appli- 
cability of such cases as Rickey Land & Cattle Co., v. Miller & Lux (218 U. S. 
258 (1910)), Bean v. Morris (221 U.S. 485 (1911)), Wetland v. Pioneer Irrigation 
Company (259 U. 8S. 498 (1922)), Mitchell Irrigation District v. Sharp (121 F. 
(2d) 964 (C. C. A. 10th, 1944), cert. den. 314 U. 8. 667 (1941)), and Lindsay v. 
McClure (136 F. (2d) 65 (C. C. A. 10th 1943)). 

16. The California report states that the State engineer in 1946 or 1947 recom- 
mended that investigation of planning on the Truckee-Carson Rivers proceed 
on a basinwide basis but that the Washoe project limits the size of the area. 
Would it be advantageous to proceed on a basinwide basis? If not, who not? 
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Answer. The investigation of the Truckee-Carson Rivers was planned on a 
basinwide basis. The Washoe project is an initial step in the ultimate develop- 
ment of the basin. The Bureau of Reclamation studied and presented three 
different sizes of development in its status report of December 1952 for considera- 
tion by the interested States and local water users. The initial development set 
forth in the feasibility report for the Washoe project was selected and endorsed 
by a large majority of the water users in the basin. The project features of the 
present Washoe project are basic components of the ultimate basinwide plan 
and will facilitate the later ultimate development of the basin. 

17. On page 11 of the report it is stated that California land under the Washoe 
project would not receive a dependable supply of water. 

Answer. Some of the lands in California lie above storage facilities of the 
Washoe project. At the present time these lands are served from the West Fork 
of the Carson River on the rotation basis and during the irrigation season receive 
water 7 days out of each 14. Under project operation they will have the whole flow 
of the West Fork during hperiads of low flow, thus doubling their supply for such 
periods. During extrem vary years they will be short of water in the late part 
of the irrigation season. he supply while not quite as good as that for lands 
under storage facilities is relatively dependable. Detailed studies normally pre- 
pared as a part of the definite plan report on the project may permit further firm- 
ing up of the water supply for these lands. 

18. It is stated on page 12 of California’s comments that the Washoe project, 
with benefits becoming available only at the end of the 65th year, does not con- 
form with the Bureau of the Budget’s Circular A-47. Is this statement correct? 

Answer. The part of the question which reads, ‘‘with benefits becoming avail- 
able only at the end of the 65th year,”’ appears to be a misquote or a misinterpreta- 
tion of page 12 of California’s comments. Since page 12 deals mainly with repay- 
ment and more particularly with the repayment period we will comment accord- 


ingly. 

Warten of the Budget Circular A—47 leans toward the theory that a repayment 
period should not exceed 50 years. The Washoe report shows that all reimburs- 
able Federal costs of the project would be reimbursed in 52 years after the close 
of the last development period. There is then no significant difference. 

19. On page 13 it is stated that the interest rate to be paid on power investment 
is below the minimum interest rate of 3 percent required by existing applicable 
Federal reclamation law. Is this accurate? If so, is there precedent for charging 
am, 2% percent when the Government is paying more on its long-term obliga- 
tion 

Answer. The interest rate proposed for the Washoe project is 2% percent. 
This conforms with Budget Circular A-47 which provides that the commercial 
power investment shall bear interest at the rate based upon the average rate of 
interest payable by the Federal Treasury on its long-term obligations. Similarly, 
it conforms with precedent established by the Congress in authorizing other recla- 
mation projects. Most recent of such precedents is the authorization of the Talent 
division, Rogue River Basin project (Public Law 606, 88d Con ). That law 
provides that interest on the unamortized balance of the cost allocated to power 
shall be at the average rate paid by the United States on its marketable long-term 
securities. The average rate currently used by the Department for project eva!« 
uation purposes is 2% percent. 

20. It is further objected by California that paragraph 40 of the reclamation 
report states that the benefit-cost analysis was based on a 100-year period of 
analysis beginning with the first year of project operation in violation then of 
Bureau of the Budget Circular A-47. Would you comment on the accuracy of 
this statement? 

Answer. The Department of the Interior has not adopted the 50-year period 
for economic analysis of water resource developments advocated by the Bureau 
of the Budget. Interior believes that the maximum period of economic analysis 
should be the expected economic life of the project or 100 years, whichever is the 
shorter. It is considered inconsistent to design and construct a project to last 
for more than 50 years and on up to 100 years and then to utilize a shorter period 
of 50 years in the economic analysis of benefits and costs. 

21. On page 21 of the California report is submitted the comments of outlying 
county in the Markleeville public-utility district. Do these requests and com- 
ments basically alter the plan of the Bureau of Reclamation? If so, in what 
respects? 

nswer. The Bureau does not agree with the comments of the county of 
Alpine and Markleeville public-utility district on the Washoe project report. 
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Detailed land surveys by the Bureau reveal 5,100 acres of irrigable land in Alpine 
County rather than 8,000 or 9,000 acres. There are 3,800 acres of this land now 
being irrigated. Watasheamu Dam and powerplant are located in Nevada. The 
upper end of the reservoir area is in Alpine County, Calif., but little, if any, 
irrigable land will be inundated. In reference to the comments on page 21, you 
are advised that the Conservancy District Act mentioned has already been 
passed 4 the Nevada legislature. 

The Washoe project provides for the transfer of water from the East Fork of 
the Carson River to the West Fork to supplement the supply there. Farms in 
Alpine County will get an opportunity to participate in the project and purchase 
exchange water. They cannot be completely supplied due to limitation of 
upstream storage on the West Fork. Basinwide plans call for a dam and reservoir 
at Hope Valley, but Alpine County vigorously protested the development, and 
consequently this reservoir was eliminated from the initial phase of the project. 

22. What can be done to insure that releases of water to the natural stream 
beds will be made from the lowest possible elevations in the reservoirs? 

Answer. The outlet gates of a dam and reservoir are normally placed at the 
lowest elevation above the inactive capacity of the reservoir so as to permit the 
maximum release of stored water. This automatically permits releases of the 
cooler lower level reservoir water to the streambeds. 

23. What can be done to determine in advance schedules allowing for flow 
releases during dry years based on some method of predicting water supplies 
which is consistent with good water conservation practices? 

Answer. The most effective means of predicting water supplies for the purpose 
of conservation of water and operation of storage facilities are runoff predictions 
determined from snow survey and precipitation data. This means of forecasting 
the runoff from various watersheds is based primarily on the water content of the 
snow pack that is sampled on selected representative areas designated as snow 
courses, usually beginning about the first of February each year. These courses 
are also sampled on or about March 1, April 1, or even as late as May 1, of the 

ear in which the runoff occurs, and forecasts can be made on each of those dates. 
The accuracy obtained from these forecasts depends upon the length of record 
available together with the accuracy of the snow survey itself and watershed soil 
conditions and precipitation that occurs during the anticipated runoff season, 
Generally speaking, the accuracy of the forecasts is within 10 or 15 percent of the 
recorded runoff. Streamflow forecasting based on snow surveys and precipitation 
data has been successfully used for many years in the Truckee and Carson River 
Basins. 

Chairman AspInALL. The chairman recognizes the gentleman from 
Colorado, Mr. Chenoweth. nr om 
» Mr. Cuzenowern. I want to inquire concerning the type of land 
included in this 5,100 acres which I understand will receive full irri- 
gation benefits from this project. 

Mr. Larson. That is in sagebrush now. 

_ Mr. Cuenowetu. What is that land worth now? I am just curious 
to know what type of land this is you are going to reclaim. 

Mr. Hunr. Right now it is land without any water, and at the 
present time it can only be used for limited grazing. 

Mr. Sant. The price would probably run between $5 and $10. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. If this project were approved and constructed, 
what would that land be worth? 

Mr. Sant. The land with the full water supply would be $200 to 
$300 without the improvement or buildings. If you were to add build- 
ings and improvements, it probably would run between $300 and $400, 

Mr. Cuenowetu. How much water do you propose to put on this 
land? 

Mr. Sant. Three and a half acre-feet, approximately. 

Mr. CuenowetuH. And that water is available? 

Mr. Sant. Yes. 
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Mr. CuEenowetu. Now, is the main argument for the project the 
purpose of reclaiming this 5,000 acres, or to provide supplemental 
water for some 110,000 acres? 

Mr. Sant. Largely supplemental water. 

Mr. Coenowerua. In other words, reclaiming the 5,000 acres is just 
incidental to the project? That is not the main purpose of the project? 

Mr. Larson. It is only one part of the project. All the purposes 
go to make the project. 

Mr. Cuenowertu. It would be a pretty expensive project just for 
the 5,000 acres if that was all that was involved, and spend $40 million 
to reclaim 5,000 acres only worth $10 an acre now. 

Mr. Sant. The $40 million applies to the whole project, including 
power. The irrigation aspects are less than that. 

Mr. Cuenowertu. I didn’t get that. 

Mr. Sant. The $40 million applies to the whole cost of the project, 
including power facilities and flood-control facilities. The portion 
applied to the cost of irrigation work is considerably less than that. 

Mr. Cuunowetu. It looks like you divided irrigation and power 
about 50-50 as I recall it. 

Mr. Sant. Yes. 

Mr. Cuenowetnu. And flood control is a comparatively minor 
item in the project. 

Mr. Larson. $5,820,000 is allocated to flood control and $17,391,000 
is alloted to irrigation and drainage. You have quite a drainage pro- 
gram here. 

Mr. CuenowetH. How is that divided between irrigation and 
drainage? 

Mr. Larson. I think that is pretty well tied together, and I don’t 
believe we can divide that for you, because some of the drainage lands 
also receive irrigation supply. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. This land, for which you are going to provide 
the supplemental water, what is that land worth today? 

Mr. Larson. That would vary between different areas on the 
Truckee storage project in the vicinity of Reno and the Newlands 
project quite some distance from here. 

_ CHENOWETH. How much water do you propose to put on that 
and? 

Mr. Hunt. It will be an average for the Carson Valley of 1.1 
acre-feet. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. They are raising crops there now but don’t 
have enough water to finish them up; is that the situation? 

Mr. Hunt. That is right. 

Mr. Cuenowertu. What are you going to charge these farmers for 
this water? 

Mr. Hunt. In the Carson Valley it will amount to $1.65 per 
acre-foot. 

Mr. CuEenoweEtTu. Pretty cheap water, isn’t it? 

Mr. Hunt. It is based on their ability to pay—and that is supple- 
mental water—from our studies from our farm-budget analysis. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. The power is going to pay how much of this 
cost? 

Mr. Hunt. About 53 percent. 

Mr. CuEenowetuH. That is where you can get the low price to the 
farmer? 
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Mr. Hunt. That is right. 

Mr. Cuenoweth. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman, at that point may I ask a question? 
The $1.65 applies only to supplemental water. hat about the new 
irrigated lands? 

Mr. Hunt. It amounts to $3.75 per acre. 

Mr. Larson. Not per acre-foot, but per acre. 

Mr. Westuianp. Just one further question, Mr. Larson. Do I 
understand that it would take 50 years to pay off the power costs and 
then an additional 14 years of power revenues to pay off the balance 
of the irrigation cost? 

Mr. Larson. Yes; but on that 14 years it would only be 4 years 
after the last irrigation block is paid off. Irrigation blocks come in 
after the power starts and they continue over the years to come in 
for, say, 10 years, so that the power pays off the balance on irrigation 
for 14 years continuously after the power allocation is paid off, but 4 
years after the last irrigation block is paid off. 

Mr. West.Lanp. But the entire repayment project, then, would 
you say is a 64-year repayment period? 

Mr. Larson. Elapsed time, yes; but it is 50 years for power, and 
actually would be 50 for irrigation. 

Chairman Asprnatu. If my colleague will yield, we expect to go 
into this question of allocation at hearings in Washington. 

The engineering consultant has some questions. 

Mr. McFaruanp. Mr. Chairman, if I may ask Mr. Larson a couple 
of questions. 

You stated, Mr. Larson, that you didn’t feel that it was necessary to 
await authorization until the completion of the compact. 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McFartanp. Isn’t it possible, Mr. Larson, that after the com- 
pact has been completed and the division of the water known, that 
your plan for this project will have to be reworked or designs changed 
to some extent? 

Mr. Larson. No, I don’t think so. As I said a moment ago, the 
principal problems connected with the compact do not relate to this 
project. They relate to other phases that would be authorized later, 
other projects or other additions to this project on the Truckee, and 
particularly on the Carson River. 

I would say this however, that if the project were authorized, natur- 
ally the Bureau of Reclamation and the Secretary of the Interior would 
analyze everything as we go along so that we would know how the 
feelings were, how negotiations were progressing prior to construction 
being started. 

Mr. McFarwanp. It is your opinion, then, that the water supply 
for this valley would not be reduced to any appreciable extent by the 
final negotiations and compact? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, I think this project, if authorized, would go 
along. 

Mr. McFar.anp. Mr. Larson, as I understand your proposal for 
recreational facilities, you propose spending $100,000; is that correct? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McFartanp. Now, as I understand it, that is for the minimum 
facilities at the Stampede Reservoir: is it? 

Mr. Larson. Yes; that is the minimum facilities that were added 
to the project plan when the plan reached the Bureau of Reclamation 
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in Washington and the office of the Secretary of the Interior, and he 
has that in his report to the President, the Bureau of the Budget, and 
to the congressional committees. 

Mr. McFar.ianp. This question, I don’t believe, should be directed 
to you. It regards the additional recreational and fish facilities 
that are proposed in the bill, section 4 of the bill. Are you familiar 
with that? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McFartanp. The committee is desirous of information from 
someone—perhaps the witnesses here today—as to what that involves 
and the cost and so forth. 

Mr. Larson. I think it largely involves the construction of a fish 
hatchery to restore the fish in Pyramid Lake and to aid in mitigating 
not only the damages resulting from this project, but the projects 
formerly constructed, particularly the Newlands project. The au 
interests, I believe, also have in mind a small reservoir on the upper 
Truckee River of about 15,000 acre-feet to keep up the late streamflow, 
but this has not been included in my statement. As you are probably 
aware, there have been no comments on the bill as yet by the Secretary 
or the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. McFaruanp. You have no estimate of the cost of those addi- 
tional works? 

Mr. Larson. We know approximately; we have some rough figures 
on it. If you would like to have them we will be glad to give them 
to you. 

Mr. McFar.anpb. The committee, of course, will require eventually 
some firm information on those works. 

Do you have in your report, Mr. Larson, the ownerships to be 
served under this project, the number of acres? Is that set out in 
your report? 

Mr. Larson. No, sir; it isn’t in detail in the report, but the infor- 
mation is available. 

Chairman Aspinauu. Will you furnish that information so that we 
may place it in the record? 

Mr. Larson. We will be glad to, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman AspinaLuL. Without any objection, it is so ordered. 

Any further questions? Any further statement? 

Thank you very much, gentlemen, for your presentation. 

The next witness is Colonel Ely, district engineer, Corps of Engi- 
neers, State of California. 

Will you give vour name and identify yourself? 

Col. Wituiam J. Evy. I am Colonel Ely, district engineer of the 
Sacramento district of the Corps of Engineers. I would like to read a 
brief prepared statement, which is essentially the same as the statement 
I made at the Senate subcommittee meeting last month. 

Chairman AspINALL. You may proceed. 

Colonel Ety. The Corps of Engineers has a channel improvement 
project on the Truckee River, which is closely related to the Bureau 
of Reclamation’s Washoe project now under discussion. The corps 
project has been designed to fit into and supplement broader flood- 
control plans for the Truckee River Basin contemplated for the future. 
With this objective in mind, the channel plan of the corps was care- 
fully coordinated with the Washoe project of the Bureau during the 
formative stages of both projects. Authorization for construction 
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of the channe] project by the Corps of Engineers stipulates that it 
may not be constructed unless and until the Washoe project is also 
authorized. 

The principal features of the channel improvement project include 
enlargment of the river channel for a short distance below the outlet 
of Lake Tahoe and through the reach of Truckee Meadows below 
Reno. Some intermittent channel work of a minor nature, and 
debris removal facilities at Derby Dam, are also included. The work 
at Lake Tahoe outlet will not affect the natural rim but will permit 
more rapid release of water in flood emergencies, which will slightly 
reduce flood damages around the Lake shore on the average. The 
channel work in Truckee Meadows will afford a moderate degree of 
protection in that area, which would be improved by reservoir storage 
such as contemplated in the Washoe project. The estimated first cost 
of the channel project is in the order of $1,100,000, of which the 
Federal share is about $900,000 and the non-Federal share is $200,000. 

The Flood Control Act of 1944 assigns to the Corps of Engineers the 
responsibility for establishing suitable rules and regulations for the 
flood-control operation of Federal reservoirs. In accordance with 
responsibility we have made cooperative studies of a preliminary 
nature with the Bureau of Reclamation to estimate the flood-control 
capabilities of the Washoe project reservoirs, based on the multiple- 
purpose operation contemplated by the Bureau. The flood-control 
operation would be desigred to provide the maximum flood-control 
effectiveness obtainable without material impairment of the other 
functions of the reservoirs. Essentially, the operation would involve 
reservation of certain vacant space during the critical rainflood 
season, and evacuation of further storage space—if indicated to be 
necessary by snowmelt forecasts—just prior to the spring ruroff each 
year. The joint studies indicate that the Washoe project reservoirs, 
in conjunction with the channel project to be constructed by the 
corps, would be capable of providing a very substantial degree of flood 
protection in the Truckee and Carson River Basins, except in the area 
around Lake Tahoe. 

Our overall review of the Washoe project indicates it to be a well- 
conceived and much needed improvement. It appears to be sound 
from an engineering and economic viewpoint, and its construction 
would be an important advance toward satisfying the water-control 
needs of the two basins. 

As previously mentioned, the Washoe project, combined with the 
authorized channel project of the corps, would not solve the serious 
flood problem around the shoreline of Lake Tahoe. Also, some 
additional protection would be needed for Reno to insure that the city 
is adequately protected. The comprehensive flood-control investiga- 
tion by the corps of the Truckee and Carson River Basins authorized 
by the 1938 Flood Control Act remains to be completed. As soon as 
the Washoe project plans are crystallized, and the necessary funds are 
available, we propose to make a report on the overall flood-control 
situation. A determination can best be made at that time of the 
remaining flood-control needs of the basins, in order to establish a 
properly balanced plan for comprehensive flood protection. 

Chairman Aspinatu. Thank you very much, Colonel Ely. 

At this time the chairman, on behalf of the committee, wishes to 
recognize the presence of the distinguished senior Senator from the 
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State of Nevada, Senator Malone. We are very glad to have you 
present with us, and will be glad to have you take part in our hearing. 

Senator Matonsg. Thank you. 

Chairman AspinatL. Colonel Ely, do you know why the previous 
authorization for flood control along the Truckee River carried with 
it a provision that the construction would not be commenced until 
the Washoe project was authorized and construction started? 

Colonel ELty. One comment, sir. As I understood the stipulation 
or limitation, it was that work under our project would not be started 
until the Washoe project was authorized. There was no limitation 
placed on the starting of construction as far as I understand it. 

Chairman Aspinauu. And the corps will be in position to start on 
the previous authorization as soon as the Washoe project is authorized? 

Colonel E1y. That is my understanding. 

Chairman AspINALL. And is it your understanding that the two 
must go along together in order to make the previous authorization 
practicable? 

Colonel Exy. I believe I can best state it by saying that our project 
will provide approximately 20 percent of the protection that is needed 
on the Truckee River. Our project, plus the Washoe project, will 
provide approximately 70 percent of the total protection needed, and 
then, as I have indicated in my statement, there still remains the 
area around Lake Tahoe that is in need of protection. 

Chairman AspinaLt. And which is not dependent upon either the 
previous authorization for the corps or the Washoe authorization? 

Colonel Ery. That is right. 

Chairman Aspinauu. As I understand it that has to do with the 
level of the water in Lake Tahoe? 

Colonel E.y. That is correct, sir. 

Chairman AsptnaLLt. The Chair recognizes his colleague from 
Washington, Mr. Westland. 

Mr. WestLanp. I have no questions. 

Chairman AsprnaLu. The Chair recognizes the Congresswoman 
from Idaho. 

Mrs. Prost. No questions. 

Chairman AspInALL. The gentleman from Nevada is absent 
temporarily. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. CuHenowetu. How long has the corps been working on flood 
control in this particular area? 

Colonel ELty. We have been studying—we came out with a com- 
prehensive study on the Truckee River back in about 1946, and I 
can’t answer you offhand how far back we have gone. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Did that report embrace then what is now con- 
tained in the Washoe project? 

Colonel Ey. That embraced somewhat the same type of facilities 
as are now considered in the Washoe project. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. I| am just curious to know the relation between 
the Bureau of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation in this 
overall project. You had a project in 1946. When did the Bureau 
come in with their project? 

Colonel ELty. We submitted it to the local people, we had comments 
on it, then the Bureau became active in the area in connection with 
the irrigation requirements, so we took no further action on ours, 
but in response to the request of the local people for some interim flood 
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control protection, we made the interim study which resulted in 
the authorization on the Truckee River itself. 

Mr. CHENoweETH. But you did have a comprehensive plan or 
project? 

Colonel Ety. We had one started, yes; and we still have an author- 
ized comprehensive study. 

Mr. Cuenowera. You say you still have that? 

Colonel Evy. We still have an authorized comprehensive study; yes. 
When we undertake that we will take into account the Washoe 
project of the Bureau and our own present authorized channel improve- 
ment project. 

Mr. CHenoweru. I understand the Bureau of Reclamation came 
m — you had come up with your comprehensive project; is that 
right? 

Colonel Evy. I am not familiar with whether there was an overlap 
at the beginning or whether they came in after, or what. I think 
we were both working on it at the same time. 

Mr. Cuenowers. Has there been some conflict between the Corps 
and the Bureau in this particular area? 

Colonel Exy. I think not. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Each one is striving to get there first? 

Colonel Ey. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. That exists in some areas. I wondered what 
the situation was here. 

Colonel Ey. It might have applied at a time, but it doesn’t apply 
now, that is for certain. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. The spirit of rivalry has long since vanished and 
they are working cooperatively? 

Colonel Ey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CuEenowet#. I think that is all. 

Chairman AspInaLu. Colonel, when you made your statement 
awhile ago as to the precentage of benefits to be received from fed- 
erally controlled construction, you were speaking about flood damages 
such as occurred in 1950? In other words, you are measuring toward 
a larger flood such as you have had in this area in past history; is 
that correct? 

Colonel Ety. That is correct, sir. 

Chairman Asprinatu. Mr. McFarland? 

Mr. McFaruanp. Colonel Ely, you have studied the capabilities 
of the Washoe project. In your opinion do the flood control benefits 
from the Washoe project justify a nonreimbursable allocation of 
$5,820,000? 

Colonel Ety. We feel that it does, yes, sir. 

Mr. McFaruanp. That is all. 

Chairman Asprnauti. Does the distinguished Senator have any 
questions this morning? 

Senator Matone. I want to say, Mr. Chairman, that I am very 
glad to see your committee here. I always feel that the more familiar 
the Members of Congress are with any proposed project, the better 
the legislation will be. 

I might shed some light on some of this matter. In 1902 I guess 
was the first project in the United States. It was Senator Newlands’ 
bill then, and it was that bill that created what is now the Bureau 
of Reclamation. In 1902 the Newlands’ project as it was then 
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known—now known as the Lahontan project—was authorized. It is 
down at the end of the Carson with a canal out of the Truckee River 
connecting the two rivers. Later we organized the Washoe County 
Conservation District. About 35,000 acres are encompassed in 
this area. , 

I had considerable to do with that. We were engineers for the 
project, and I later became State engineer, 1927 to 1935. This had 
all been done thus far by the Bureau. The Bureau then built the 
Boca Dam, which is now the only upstream dam, and that made two 
projects that the Bureau had completed. We brought the Army 
engineers in here for a purpose, because they are very expert, as you 
all know, in flood control, and the Bureau was very expert in the 
irrigation part of it. As far as I know they have worked together. 
I know of no conflict whatever in this area. 

I want to again compliment the two services. They are now 
working together, and I am very appreciative that you are here. 
Our Congressman has just come into the room, and he will probably 
have some questions. 

Chairman Asprnwatu. Thank you very much, Senator. I believe 
that you will take notice of the fact that this committee and the 
House are always desirous of gaining as much information firsthand 
as time will permit. 

Does my colleague from Nevada have any questions to ask of the 
colonel? 

Mr. Youne. No questions. 

Chairman AspinaLu. My colleague from Washington? 

Mr. WestTLANb. Mr. Chairman, I see the Bureau of Reclamation 
estimates the annual benefits at $288,000 on flood control. 

Do you have additional benefits to be derived from the Corps of 
Engineers’ flood-control project? 

olonel Ex1y. We estimate the benefits to be derived from ours 
will be approximately $82,000 annual benefits. 

Mr. WestLanp. That is all. 

Chairman AsprnaLL. Thank you very much. The next witness 
will be Mr. Hugh Shamberger, State engineer, State of Nevada. 

Mr. SHamBercer. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, 
Senator Malone; my statement is rather brief and it will take about 
10 minutes to read. I think probably I can save time by reading it, 
rather than trying to cover it extemporaneously. 

Chairman AsprnaLLt. You may proceed. 

Mr. Hues A. SHAMBERGER. My name is Hugh A. Shamberger. I 
am State engineer of Nevada and am appearing here on behalf of the 
State of Nevada. 

On February 4, 1955 the State of Nevada submitted its official 
comments on the Washoe project, Nevada-California feasibility 
report, dated September 1954. In our comments we endorsed the 
Washoe project as detailed in the above mentioned feasibility report 
and requested its immediate authorization, with the suggestion that 
the enabling authorization should contain certain provisions not 
covered in the report. These provisions were: 

(a) For a review of the allocation of projects costs prior to 
construction, such costs to reflect benefits for: (1) National 
Park Service, Public Health and Fish and Wildlife items and to 
flood-control benefits based on present-day prices; and (2) joint 
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project pursuant to the Corps of Army Engineers and Bureau of 
Reclamation reports. 

(6) That preservation, propagation and development of fish 
and wildlife be declared a purpose of the project and their develop- 
ment be made nonreimbursable, providing their benefits exceed 
their costs. 

(c) That during the preparation of the definite plan report, 
continued studies be made of the highwater elevation of Lake 
Tahoe under project operation, with the view of determining the 
effect of such high water to littoral property owners and the 
possibility of relief therefrom. 

(d) That the excess land provision of the Federal reclamation 
laws should not be applicable to lands receiving supplementary 
water under the Washoe project. 

The plan proposed under the Washoe project has been described in 
detail to your committee by officials of the Bureau of Reclamation. 
I will therefore not take your time to describe this proposed project 
other than to state that the plan would provide supplemental water 
for inadequately irrigated lands in Carson Valley and in the down- 
stream empire, Dayton and Churchill areas, and a full supply for 5,100 
acres of new land in Carson Valley. It would also firm the water 
supply during dry cycles for the existing Truckee River storage and 
Newlands projects; provide drainage of high-water tablelands in 
Carson Valley and Truckee Meadows; provide incidental flood benefits 
and develop considerable power for use in the project area, presently 
dependent largely upon power imported to the area. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has worked very closely with the State 
and other Federal agencies as well as with local organizations. The 
close-working relationship between the Bureau and the Corps of Engi- 
neers is certainly to be commended. The plan as proposed in the 
Washoe project report and which is the subject of H. R. 6028, is 
similar to the plan originally proposed by the Truckee-Carson Water 
Users Committee. This committee, composed of representation from 
the various water users organizations within the Truckee and Carson 
River Basins, has immeasurably assisted in working out the various 
details connected with the project. Some of the members of this 
committee are here today and will testify in detail on various phases 
of this proposed project. 

The Flood Control Act of 1954, Public Law 780, authorized certain 
flood-control measures on the Truckee River proposed by the Corps 
of Engineers in its interim report dated April 15, 1954. The authoriza- 
tion contained the following language: 

The project for flood protection on Truckee River and tributaries, California 
and Nevada, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recom- 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in his report dated April 15, 1954, at an 
estimated cost of $791,000: Provided, That the authorization for improvement 
for flood control on Truckee River, California and Nevada, contained herein shall 
not become effective unless and until the Washoe reclamation project on the 
et and Carson Rivers, Calif. and Nev., shall have been authorized pursuant 
to law. 


Damaging floods on the Truckee River are very real. The uncon- 
trolled floodwaters become more and more damaging as the area 
develops. The damage resulting from the 1950 flood on the Truckee 
River exceeded $2 million in Reno alone. The Corps of Engineers 
found that future floods will cause damages of more than $400,000 
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per year on the average, and that such floods will continue to aggra- 
vate a serious health and sanitation problem unless protective meas- 
ures are taken. 

The Washoe project would reduce flood flows on both the Truckee 
and Carson Rivers. Figures developed by the Bureau of Reclamation 
indicate reduction in damages attributable to the project would be 
$166,500 in the Truckee River Basin, and $107,400 in the Carson 
River Basin. A saving of $15,000 in loss of potential agricultural 
lands brings the reduction in damages to $288,900. The Corps of 
Engineers found that the average annual benefits accruing jointly to 
the reservoirs, Washoe project, and channel improvements, Corps of 
Engineers, based on 1953 prices were $312,000 for the Truckee River 
and $152,000 for the Carson River, or a total of $464,000 average 
annual benefits for both river basins. 

The flood-control program on the Truckee River by the Corps 
of Engineers, and which is now authorized by Congress and the Washoe 
ae ec of the Bureau of Reclamation now being considered by your 

onorable committee under H. R. 6028, are so interrelated that they 
should be considered as a unit, and H. R. 6028 should be amended 
to reflect the combined flood-control benefits. 

Pursuant to the recommendation of Regional Director E. O. Larson 
in the September 1954 feasibility report, Washoe project, the 1955 
State legislature enacted legislation providing for the creation of water 
conservancy districts. This act was modeled after the Utah Conser- 
vancy Act under which several conservancy districts have been 
organized and are now operating. A conservancy district, as formed 
under the 1955 act, would be the contracting entity, and such dis- 
trict would be responsible for the repayment obligations. 

The State of Nevada is in entire agreement with the proviso appear- 
ing in section 2 (b) of H. R. 6028, which in effect provides that the 
excess-land provision of the Federal reclamation laws shall not apply 
to Ty under the Washoe project receiving a supplemental water 
supply. 

In support of this proviso we would like to point out that Congress, 
under an act of November 29, 1940 (54 Stat. 1219), provided that the 
excess-land provision of the Federal reclamation laws shall not be 
applicable to land in the Washoe County Water Conservation District, 
Nevada, irrigated from Boca Reservoir, Truckee River storage project, 
Nevada. The lands referred to as being exempt from the cote lened 
provisions are lands located in the general area surrounding Reno and 
Sparks, known as the Truckee Meadows, and which will receive sup- 
plemental water under the Washoe project which is now being con- 
sidered by your committee. 

It would appear to me that Congress, having seen fit to waive the 
excess-land provisions under an existing project utilizing Truckee 
River water on lands which will receive supplemental water under 
the proposed Washoe project, and keeping in mind the similarity of 
conditions in the Carson Valley, that the authorizing legislation 
should provide for the waiver of the excess-land provision on lands 
receiving a supplemental water supply. The State of Nevada 
approves the excess-land provision as it applies to new land. 

oth of the 1955 Legislatures of California and Nevada enacted 
enabling legislation authorizing the creation of the California-Nevada 
Interstate Compact Commissions, whose functions would be the 
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working out of an interstate compact relative to the distribution and 
use of the waters of Lake Tahoe and the Truckee, Carson, and Walker 
Rivers and their tributaries and other related matters. Subsequently 
Congress enacted legislation granting the consent of Congress to the 
States of California and Nevada to negotiate and enter into a compact 
and providing for the appointment by the President of the United 
States of a Federal representative. 

Gov. Charles Russell has appointed the members of the Nevada 
Compact Commission and the members have held an organizational 
meeting. Within the past month Gov. Goodwin J. Knight, of Cali- 
fornia, appointed the members of the California commission. 

The authorization of the Washoe project should not have to await 
the development of an interstate compact over the waters of the 
Truckee and Carson Rivers and Lake Tahoe. Nevada recognizes the 
right of an equitable division of the unappropriated waters of these 
stream systems. We also recognize that any project or unit thereof 
authorized by H. R. 6028, or any similar legislation pursuant to the 
Washoe project report, will be subject to the provisions of any com- 
pacts approved by the legislatures of the respective States and by 
Congress. No serious difficulties should be encountered by the two 
States in working out interstate compacts concerning the waters of 
the Carson and Truckee Rivers and Lake Tahoe. 

It is recommended that H. R. 6028 be amended by language which 
would provide that flood-control benefits arising from the Washoe 
project and the flood-control program of the Corps of Engineers, now 
conditionally authorized, be considered as a whole, and any benefits 
in excess of costs under the Corps of Engineers’ program be reflected 
in the allocation of costs on the Washoe project. 

The State of Nevada is in full support of this project. In an arid 
State such as Nevada it is extremely important that our available 
water supplies be placed to the greatest possible use. We are of the 
opinion that the Washoe project, if constructed, would— 

1. Bring about a more balanced economy in the area by— 
(a) making greater use of scarce water supplies; 
@) making the present irrigated area more self-sustaining; 
an 
(c) creating a better balance between farm areas, range 
areas, and pasturelands for more livestock. 
2. Conserve our water and soil resources through storage, 
better irrigation, and drainage. 

The State of Nevada strongly supports the objectives of H. R. 6028, 
but we urge your honorable committee to give serious consideration 
to the suggested amendment. 

Chairman Aspinatu. Thank you very much, Mr. Shamberger. 
What you are really asking, Mr. Shamberger, is that the previous 
authorization under the Flood Control Act of 1954 be repealed and 
the matter reauthorized in order to bring into this legislation, perhaps, 
greater nonreimbursable cost benefits to the project; is that right? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. I don’t think that would be necessary, Mr. 
Chairman, to reauthorize the 1954 Flood Control Act relative to this 
conditional authorization. I am of the opinion that H. R. 6028 could 
be amended, and I believe that the enabling authorization on the Flood 
Control Act is sufficient to allow the excess benefits to reflect on the 
reclamation project. 
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Chairman Aspina.u. It is difficult for the Chairman to understand 
why there is any necessity of having two authorizations for the same 
—- 

an you advise the committee why the provision was placed in the 
first authorization in 1954 stating that it wouldn’t become enforceable 
or valid until the Washoe project was authorized? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. I am not completely clear as to the full pur one 
I believe the late Senator McCarran had that placed in the bi 
think it was to assure better control of floods for the benefit of Na 
lands below Reno and down at the Derby Dam. 

Chairman AspinaLL. Do you know of your own knowledge whether 
the project now known as the Washoe project was first proposed by 
the on of Reclamation, or was the request made by the residents 
of the area to be benefited to the Bureau of Reclamation made first? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. I couldn’t answer that, Mr. Chairman. Per- 
haps Senator Malone could answer that question. He was the State 

ngineer at the time. 
hairman AsprnALu. The Senator is not a witness at this time. 

The Chair recognizes the Congressman from Washington. 

Mr. Westianp. Mr. Shamberger, are you saying that the Corps of 
Engineers came up with a different figure for average annual benefits 
than did the Bureau of Reclamation? I am trying to get these fi uses 
of yours straight, and it would seem that the Corps of Engineers fo 
the average annual benefits were $464,000, and that the Butea ¢ m 
Reclamation indicated the annual benefits to be $288,000. 

Is that a correct interpretation of your figures, or am I wrong? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. I think the $288,000 was from the Bureau’s plan 
of the Washoe project alone, and the other figure included both of the 
projects. 

Mr. WestTLANnpD. Well, we just heard Colonel Ely testify that the 
average annual benefits under his project were $82,000 a year. That 
doesn’t add up to $464,000, Mr. Shamberger. 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. That $464,000 figure was taken from the report 
of the Corps of Engineers, which I have here, and I think I could find 
it for you. 

Mr. WestTLAND. Well, I will talk to you later about that, Mr. Sham- 
berger. I would like to get those figures straight in my mind. 

hairman AspINALL. If my colleague will yield, that includes all of 
the works proposed heretofore by the Washoe project, and by any 
future work that the Corps of Engineers contemplate; is that not 
correct? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. The sentence I read was, “The Corps of Engi- 
neers found that the average annual benefits accruing jointly to the 
reservoirs’’—that is under the Washoe project—‘‘and channel im- 
provements’’—as provided under the Corps of Engineers’ plan—would 
total $464,000. 

Mr. WeEstTLAND. By their own figures it doesn’t add up to that. 
There ts a discrepancy some place that I would like to get cleared up; 
perhaps later on. 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. I would be glad to show you the document that 
that came from, Mr. Westland. 

Mr. West.Lanp. That is all. 

Chairman Asprnatu. The Chair recognizes the Congresswoman 
from Idaho. 
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Mrs. Prost. Just one question, Mr. Chairman. I notice that you 
speak on page 2, “provide drainage of high-water table lands in Car- 
son Valley and Truckee Meadows.” 

Is there a high-water table there at the present time? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. Yes, ma’am. 

Mrs. Prost. Will the storage of more water and the supplying of 
supplemental water to the area also contribute to a still higher water 
table in those areas? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. It probably would unless you provided the drain- 
age that has been provided for under the project. 

Mrs. Prost. Drainage is contemplated not only by drainage ditches, 
but by pumping? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. Pumping in some areas to relieve the artesian 
pressure that we have. Throughout the Truckee Meadows here 
where the high-water table is we have a very shallow artesian base. 
In other words, you can put a well down 20 feet and get artesian water 
in a portion of the area, and the wells would relieve that pressure. 

Mrs. Prost. Are they draining that area now? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. To some extent, yes, but not nearly enough. 

Mrs. Prost. Are they using pumps in this particular area at the 
present time? 

Mr. SHamBerGer. Not for drainage purposes now. 

Mrs. Prost. They take care of the drainage problem by drilling for 
artesian flows, and do they have drainage ditches there? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. They have drainage ditches and a good number 
of small wells, but they are for domestic purposes primarily. All 
drainage is by drainage canals at the present. 

Mrs. Prost. Then by draining these two valleys—that is, the Carson 
Valley and the Truckee Meadows—would you be bringing more land 
under cultivation? 

Mr. ‘SHAMBEeRGER. We wouldn’t be bringing more land under 
cultivation; we would be making the present land better. 

Mrs. Prost. You would simply lower the water table on the 
presently farmed land in the area? 

Mr. SuaMBERGER. That is right. 

Mrs. Prost. That is all, thank you. 

Chairman Asprnauu. Does the gentleman from Nevada have any 
questions, Mr. Young? 

Mr. Youna. Mr. Shamberger, what would be the advantage if your 
amendment is adopted, besides increasing the cost-benefit ratio? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. Well, my thought was that the benefits from the 
flood control exceed the cost, and if those excess benefits could be 
applied to the reclamation project it would then reduce 

Mr. Youna. Payments by the farmers, or power people? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. That is right. 

Mr. Youna. The farmers now pay about $8,100,000. Isn’t that 
based on their capability of paying over a period of time? Then 
power picks up the difference for 14 years, so it seems to me that if 
what you suggest is true, perhaps the benefit would go to power and 
not the farmers. I just wonder how you figure the amalgamation 
of the two projects would benefit the people who pay for it. 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. It would reduce the payout period on the irriga- 
tion benefits that would be paid by power. 

Mr. Youna. That wouldn’t really benefit the farmers, though. 
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Mr. SHAMBERGER. It wouldn’t benefit the farmer if he is paying 
up to his capacity, no. 

Mr. Youna. That is all I have. 

Chairman AspInALL. The gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. CurnowetuH. Mr. Chairman, I just want to state that I am 
very proud to have the distinguished State engineer of Nevada here. 
He is my cousin. You will note, however, that he remained silent on 
the subject. 

Mr. Shamberger, I am sure, is now recognized as one of the leading 
irrigation engineers, not only in this part of the country, bvt the entire 
United States, because he is very active in the National Reclamation 
Association, has been recognized by that group, and I am very happy 
and proud to be here in his State today, my first visit here, and to pay 
my tribute to him here in Reno. As State engineer he has followed 
some very brilliant and capable engineers in Nevada, and I am sure 
he is upholding the traditions they have established in the past. His 
presence here today is one of the reasons why I was anxious to come 
and be here today with this committee, and I might be a little preju- 
diced in favor of any project that he recommends. 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. It could easily be that the other flood-control 
benefits that could come about if certain work were done on Lake 
Tahoe, for instance, there is a question of the high-water level at 
Lake Tahoe, of the lowering of the maximum high-water level, which 
would reduce damages to the property owners a great deal, and the 
cost would be very small. The cost ratio would be very high. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. I got the impression from Mr. Larson’s statement 
that the price to be paid for this water is very low. It looks like 
awfully cheap water that the farmers are going to get here as compared 
to what they are paying in other sections. 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. That is about all they could afford to pay. 

Mr. CuenowetH. What do they raise on this land now? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. Various types of crops. Of course, basically it 
is a stock base. This whole country is livestock and range, and 
ranches. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. It is not essentially an irrigated area? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. In the Carson Valley and this valley it is 
essentially irrigated. 

Mr. CHENowETH. But they don’t have sufficient water, is that the 
trouble? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. In the Carson Valley we lack about, I think, a 
third having a full water supply. They raise alfalfa, grain, but large 
areas raise pasture hay. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. They have been working on this project a long 
time? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. Yes, sir, a long time. 

Mr. CHENoweEtH. How long? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. I imagine 20 years at least. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. And the Bureau just brought in their report 
last year, I believe, 1954. The engineers said they had a report in 
1946. 

Mr. SHamBerGcer. The Bureau, of course, has made previous 
reports, but they have been of a preliminary nature. The one in 
1954 was the comprehensive report. 
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Mr. CuenowetTu. This is essentially an irrigation and reclamation 
project? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. That is correct. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. And not essentially a flood-control project? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. It is both. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. [f it were a flood-control project the Army engi- 
neers would be the agency to build it. 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. It could be built under either agency. 

Mr. CHenowetu. Who will determine which agency builds the 
project? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. I think the irrigation and power is probably the 
predominant thing. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Who do the people want to build this project? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. I don’t believe the people have ever really come 
out with any definite statement, but we all plan, of course, on the 
Bureau building the project. 

Mr. CuEenowetu. The engineers, then, have stepped aside for the 
Bureau in this situation? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. Yes. As I stated in my report, the coordination 
between the engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation between region 
3 and region 4 and the Sacramento district has been very close for a 
great number of years, and there has been no lack of support between 
the two agencies. 

—e CHENOWETH. Everyone is happy over the present situation, 
then: 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Aspinauu. Mr. McFarland? 

Mr. McFaruanp. Mr. Shamberger, I am going to ask you the 
same question I asked Mr. Larson. Is it your opinion that the final 
division of the unappropriated waters under the compact will not 
materially affect the water supply of this project? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. That is my opinion, yes, sir. 

Mr. McFartanp. In your statement you say that you recognize 
that this project will be subject to the provisions of the compact. 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McFaruanp. Is it your opinion that this legislation needs 
some amendment to provide that? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. We don’t necessarily feel it has to have it, but 
we wouldn’t object to that being included. 

Mr. McFar.anp. With respect to your other recommended amend- 
ment, what you are really after, is it not, is a larger nonreimbursable 
flood control allocation? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. That is correct. 

Mr. McFaruanp. Mr. Shamberger, the works which are to be 
constructed under the Washoe project produce certain benefits, and 
the nonreimbursable allocation is based on those benefits—now it is 
difficult for me to see how we could take benefits that would be 
produced by other features not authorized as a part of the Washoe 
project and attribute those benefits to the Washoe project. It is 
hard for me to see how that is equitable. 

Mr. SHAmMBERGER. Mr. McFarland, if the whole project were 
constructed by the Corps of Engineers, then the benefit ratio would 
be based on the two projects, the reclamation power and the flood 
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control, but if they are built by two separate agencies, what I thought 
was we could bring them together in such a manner that any excess 
benefits over the cost of the corps’ plan would reflect on the Bureau. 

Mr. McFaruanp. Apparently the corps proposes a nonreimbursable 
allocation, an equitable allocation based on the benefits produced by 
the corps’ project, and under the Bureau’s proposed project there is 
an equitable alasotian: Do you take the position that there should 
be a writeoff of 100 percent of flood-control benefits? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. Well, the flood-control benefits are 100 percent 
nonreimbursable; are they not? 

Mr. McFartanp. No, sir; not under the present policy of cost allo- 
cation. There would be an equitable allocation whereby all project 
purposes would share in the savings from the multiple-purpose 
development. 

That is all I have. 

Chairman Asprnauu. Thank you very much. Does the Senator 
have any questions? 

Senator Matone. I think maybe I can clarify a little bit of the testi- 
mony regarding the time. I think it can safely be said that we have 
been working on this project more than 30 years. At first—in 1902— 
these rivers were tied together by a channel from the Truckee River 
going into the Lahonton Reservoir, connecting the Carson River with 
the Truckee River. 

There were certain rights established. You asked awhile ago, 
‘‘Why hold up one project until the other one is ready?” Well, there 
are about five separate rights established. The Tahoe people have 
certain rights, the power companies’ established rights, Washoe 
Conservation District, the Lahonton Dam. In order to get all those 
interests together—and I know my distinguished friend from Colorado, 
a Member of Congress in Colorado, is entirely familiar with those 
problems—the rights have to be coordinated and agreed upon, the 
relative rights, before you can do anything. That is to say, we 
wouldn’t want to pass a bill in Congress until the rights for the parties 
on both rivers were well together so that no injury would be done. 

It was felt that it was really all one project, but the first project was 
ready first, and therefore Senator McCarran and I presented it to 
Congress and it was passed, but it was felt that it should not start until 
the end of the project was ready. You see, 1902 was the first move in 
flood control and irrigation. 1930, we might say, is when this started. 
Now, this is 1955. 

I know Colorado has those same problems there. It takes time. I 
have known many of your engineers and attorneys and Members of 
Congress, and they have all been very fine in trying to work out the 
problems. 

Now, talking about this flood control for a minute, I think I was 
engineer for the first two projects that ever came west of the Rocky 
Mountains for flood control. Always before in the West we were 
storing water for irrigation. We furnished flood control at the same 
time, but we didn’t pay any attention to that. We just paid the 
money back without interest in accordance with the 1902 act, approxi- 
mately, as amended, but those two projects set the precedent out 
here. You know for 75 years we have been writing off flood controls 
all over the United States west of the Rocky Mountains. 





48 WASHOE RECLAMATION PROJECT, NEVADA 


So then the Army engineers out here then and the Bureau of 
Reclamation took cognizance of that congressional policy of writing 
off flood-control costs; that is to say, where the benefits exceeded the 
cost, so then it became—within the last few years—the policy to 
write off the percentage of benefits from flood control, utilizing that 
old precedent of the Mississippi River, Ohio, and all the rest in this 
matter. I think then it just becomes a question—and that is what 
our distinguished State engineer meant—as to the best judgment of 
what those flood-control benefits might eventually be. There might 
be some disagreement among the engineers coming in, the Bureau of 
Reclamation, Army engineers, or the State engineer himself, as to 
what those benefits are, but you all know there is considerable latitude 
in the judgment, and there is no question but what the Congress 
itself would settle that. 

I have been connected with this project—it was not called one 
project until now, but a part of it at least—since 1902, and this is the 
first time that all the interests, I think we can say without any fear 
of contradiction, are at least approximately together, so that they 
know the project will not work a hardship on any of the rights. 

" : just offer that, Mr. Chairman, as an explanation of some of the 
elay. 

Chairman Asprnatu. Thank you very much, Senator. I think 
you appreciate the fact that I was trying to get this in the record so 
that when those who are not present read the record, they will have 
an understanding. 

Of course, in regard to these allocations to flood control, this com- 
mittee has endeavored—and will continue to endeavor—to keep the 
inequities which result in our operations throughout the reclamation 
at a minimum if possible. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Shamberger, for your presentation. 

The committee now stands in recess until 1:30 p. m. 

(The committee then recessed at 12:10 p. m.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


The committee reconvened at 1:30, Chairman Aspinall presiding. 

Chairman Aspinatu. The committee will resume its hearings on 
H. R. 6028. 

The first witness this afternoon will be Mr. Wallace White, director 
of the public health service, State of Nevada. 

Is Mr. White in the room? 

(No response.) 

In the absence of Mr. White the next witness will be Mr. Will M. 
Bliss, a member of the Lake Tahoe Interstate Conference Committee, 
and also a member of the California-Nevada Interstate Compact 
Commission. 

We are very pleased to have you before our committee. You may 
proceed. 

Mr. Wit M. Buss. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 

my name is Will M. Bliss. I am a member of the Lake Tahoe Inter- 
state Water Conference Committee and also a member of the Cali- 
fornia-Nevada Interstate Compact Commission representing Nevada, 
and the owner of property situated on the shoreline of Lake Tahoe. 

At a meeting of the ae Tahoe Interstate Water Conference 


Committee held on September 29, 1955, the committee adopted a 
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resolution and authorized its chairman, A. M. Barton, to present said 
resolution before the hearing of the Subcommittee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation, of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, held in Reno, Nev., on October 14, 1955. 

The chairman of this committee is unable to be here today, and I 
respectfully request that the resolution which follows be made a part 
of the record of your committee’s hearings [reading]: 

Whereas the Lake Tahoe Interstate Water Conference Committee represents 
the littoral owners along the Nevada and California shores of Lake Tahoe; and 

Whereas said committee has studied the feasibility report, September 1954, 
Washoe project, California- Nevada, relating to the waters of Truckee and Carson 
Rivers, including Lake Tahoe: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Lake Tahoe Interstate Conference Committee approves of 
the legislation (S. 497) introduced, which will authorize the Washoe project, 
Nevada-California; be it further 

Resolved, That the Lake Tahoe Interstate Conference Committee very strongly 
urges that further studies be made by the Corps of Engineers looking to the 
alleviation of flood damages to littoral owners around Lake Tahoe caused by 
present established maximum high-water levels; be it further 

Resolved, That the Congress of the United States make moneps available to 
the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, to make further studies and make 
further recommendations for the alleviation of such flood damage. 

That is the end of the resolution. 

The Washoe project report, presently under consideration by your 
committee, indicates that for the 37-year period, 1917 to 1953, in- 
clusive, the level of Lake Tahoe reached an elevation of 6,229 only 4 
times under existing conditions. For this same period the Bureau of 
Reclamation has estimated that this same elevation of 6,229 would 
have been reached 15 times under their proposed regulation and 
operation. 

Briefly, the major problem confronting the littoral owners on the 
Lake Tahoe shoreline is the relief from periodic damage created by 
allowable maximum lake elevation. 

Therefore, the littoral owners of Lake Tahoe are requesting that the 
Corps of Engineers make further studies and additional recommenda- 
tions for the alleviation of said high-water level, per resolution passed 
at the hearing before the Senate committee on October 14. 

Chairman Aspinautu. Mr. Bliss, the resolution refers to legislation 
known as Senate 497. Are you in a position to say whether or not 
the resolution would be the same in reference to H. R. 6028? 

Mr. Buss. Yes, it would. 

Chairman AsprnaLu. Even with the differences which are apparent 
in the two bills? 

Mr. Buss. We, fundamentally, approve the Washoe, project. 

Chairman AspinaLu. Does the gentleman from Washington have 
any questions? 

Ar. WresTLaNp. Is it my understanding, Mr. Bliss, that this height 
¢ £230 feet does damage to people living on the shores of Lake 
ahoe? 

Mr. Buss. It does considerable damage, and that elevation, 6,229.1, 
is the allowable maximum elevation under the Federal court decress 
of 1944, I think it is, which regulates the elevation of the lake under 
various conditions. 

Mr. Westuanp. And although you favor the Washoe project, it is 
your understanding that the operation of it would increase the height 
of the lake? 
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Mr. Buss. It won’t increase the —— = the —_ . It es aoe 
ten than it has historically in 


the lake at maximum elevation more o 
the past. 

Mr. WestLAND. That seems like a paradox. How can the people 
living on the shores of Lake Tahoe pass a resolution which favors a 
project which will do damage to their property? 

Mr. Buss. We are very anxious to get a final settlement on our 
problems at Lake Tahoe, and that is of paramount importance to 
us. This argument, let me say, has been going on since 1903, and it 
has been a constant trouble to us. 

Mr. WestLanp. What level do you have to have so that your 
homes will not be damaged? 

Mr. Buss. It isn’t a question of homes being damaged; it is a ques- 
tion of piers and installations on the lake, and if we can take a foot 
off the lake it would help very much, and in the future contemplation 
of the Washoe project, several recommendations have been made to 
that effect. Of course, those will take place many, many years from 
now, if at all. 

The Army engineers have made a survey of the damage caused 
between elevation 6,228 and 6,229.1, which is the allowable maximum 
under the operating Federal court decrees. 

Mr. WestLaNnp. Your considered opinion is that this Washoe 
project will not increase the height of the lake so that it will damage 
your property? 

Mr. Buss. It won’t increase it any more than 6,229.1, which is 
now in the Federal court decrees. The maximum level will stay the 
same, but it will get up there much more often. 

Chairman AspInaLL. If my colleague will yield, what you in 
reality are asking is for further study and work by the Corps of 
Engineers in order to protect your interests at Lake Tahoe? 

Mr. Buss. To see if some solution can’t be made on that 6,228 
level to 6,229.1 level. 

Chairman AspINALL. You appreciate the fact that the jurisdiction 
of this committee is not directly involved. 

Mr. Buss. I know that, but I wish to repeat again that I think 
everybody should be in favor of the Washoe project. 

Chairman AsprnaLu. The lady from Idaho? 

Mrs. Prost. No questions. 

Chairman AspinaLL. The Congressman from Nevada? 

Mr. Youna. No questions. 

Chairman AspInaLu. The gentleman from Colorado? 

Mr. CHenowetTu. No questions. 

Chairman AsptnatL. Thank you very much. 

Has Mr. White made his appearance yet? 

(No response. ) 

If not, we will proceed with the next witness, Mr. Emory Branch. 

Mr. Emory C. Brancu. Mr. Chairman, members of the commit- 
tee, my name is Emory C. Branch. I am president of the Reno 
Chamber of Commerce and vice chairman of the Truckee River 
Flood Committee. 

In this instance I am representing the county of Washoe, the cities 
of Reno and Sparks, and the Chambers of Commerce of Reno and 
Sparks. We have a joint statement and a photographic exhibit to 
present and request that both the statement and the exhibit be made 
a part of the record of the hearing. 
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Chairman Aspinautu. Mr. Branch, it will be impossible to make 
the photographs a part of the hearing. We can make the statement 
a part of the hearing. 

Mr, Brancu. Mr. Chairman, we have some small photographs 
which we thought might be reproduced as part of the hearing, if 
possible. 

Chairman Aspinauu. Let me state the rules under which we pro- 
ceed. We shall be glad to have the statement made a part of the 
record. We shall make the material referred to as ‘‘Reno flood of 
1950,” published by the Reno Junior Chamber of Commerce, together 
with the photographs which you have, a part of the file, and reference 
will be made in the record to the presence of these exhibits. 

Unless there is some objection, it is so ordered. Hearing no ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

You may proceed. 

Mr. Brancu. (reading): 


The county of Washoe, State of Nevada, the cities of Reno and Sparks, located 
in the county of Washoe, and the Chambers of Commerce of Reno and Sparks do 
hereby jointly and in severalty urge the passage of H. R. 6028, a bill to authorize 
the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, and maintain the Washoe 
reclamation project, Nevada, and California, for the reasons hereinafter stated. 

We who reside in the Truckee Meadows area of Washoe County, Nev., are well 
aware of the direct and indirect benefits which will accrue to this area by the 
comprehensive, ae plan of water-resource development on the Truckee 
and Carson Rivers and their tributaries as proposed by the Washoe project plan. 
However, since the Truckee Meadows area is a part of the Truckee River Basin, 
we are better qualified to point up some of the problems in connection with the 
Truckee River and its tributaries as the situation exists today, and some of the 
reasons why the completion of the Truckee River phase of the proposed Washoe 
project is so important to the economy of Washoe County and the cities of Reno 
and Sparks. We, therefore, in the main, shall confine our remarks to this portion 
of the proposed Washoe project. 

The Truckee River literally bisects the central business district of Reno. Two 
luxury hotels and a third one now being constructed, actually front on the Truckee 
River, and most of our other business establishments can and have been flooded 
by the Truckee River at one time or another since Reno, then known as Lake’s 
Crossing, came into being. Our most recent floods, 1937 and 1950, proved both 
disastrous and costly. Flood damage in 1950 within the Reno business district 
was estimated by the Army engineers to have amounted to approximately $2 million. 
Additional flood damage along the length of the Truckee was estimated by the 
Army engineers to have amounted to approximately $1,150,000. I would like 
to refer the committee to the large pictures we have which evidence the damage. 

The figure for Reno probably would be doubled now if a flood equal in volume 
to that in 1950 were to occur. Several new buildings have been erected within 
the area which was flooded in 1950. These include the Riverside Garage, the 
Granada Theater, the new addition to the Masonic Building, the Cavalier Motor 
Lodge, and the Nevada Inn. 

Wit hout protection against these periodic floods, the flood-damage potential 
will inerease progressively from year to year. Now under construction within 
the area which was flooded in 1950 is the Holiday Hotel costing an estimated $3 
million. Also projected for construction within this same area are the new addi- 
tion to the Hotel Mapes, the new J. C. Penney Co. building, and another large 
motor lodge. 

In 1950 hastily constructed levees saved the business district of the city of 
Sparks from any appreciable damage. However, the Bishop Manogue Catholic 
High School and many farms and ranches within the vicinity of Sparks suffered 
considerable damage. The city of Sparks sewage plant was incapacitated and 
did not function for a period of 10 days. During this interval raw sewage flowed 
into the flooded area, creating a serious health menace. 

Approximately 5,000 acres of agricultural lands within the Truckee Meadows 
was inundated as a result of the flood in 1950. Floodwaters reached the east end 
of the east-west runway at what is now the Reno Municipal Airport. At the 
present time several million dollars are being spent in improving the Reno Munic- 
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eeenene Without flood protection the flood-damage potential is very high 
in . 

During dry cycles, we who reside in the Truckee Meadows also have experienced 
the need for sufficient water to take care of our minimum normal needs for domestic 
use and for irrigation purposes. During certain past summer and fall seasons 
it has been necessary to appeal to the Governor of California for permission to 
pump water from Lake Tahoe. In these cases the water level in Lake Tahoe 
became so low that it*no longer would ‘flow over the rim at the outlet. 

Since this last happened our population has increased threefold. The cities 
of Reno and Sparks have had and will continue to have a steady and rapid 

rowth. It is our firm belief that the extent to which the cities of Reno and 

parks and the areas dependent upon the water resources of the Truckee can 
grow and prosper will be governed entirely by the amount of water available 
on a sustained yield basis. 

The need for additional electric power for use in this area in case of emergencies 
and to take care of peak demands is becoming more apparent every day. Industry 
is moving into this area and natural resources are being developed. Fuel costs 
are high which make steam powerplants impractical. Approximately 80 percent 
of the electric power now available to us is purchased from the Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co. This entails transmission over the Sierra Range of mountains, and 
hence this power is subject to interruption during severe storm conditions. 

The importance to western Nevada and northeastern California of existing 
fish and wildlife resources in the Truckee and Carson River Basins and the 
need for their further development should not be underestimated. Fishing and 
hunting within close proximity of our population centers provide healthful 
recreation and the economic benefits are considerable. Fishing and hunting 
attract thousands of visitors to our communities every year. These visitors are 
a definite segment of our No. 1 industry, the tourist industry. The loss of the 
Pyramid Lake fishery, due to insufficient flow of water in the lower reaches of 
the Truckee River, has practically eliminated a highly productive natural resource. 

From close and intensive study of the Washoe project plan and feasibility 
report, we are firmly convinced that the phase which provides for a compre- 
hensive, multipurpose plan of water resource development on the Truckee River 
and its tributaries, to be authorized by bill H. R. 6028, will accomplish the 
following, thereby providing substantial benefits to Washoe County, the cities 
= Reno and Sparks, and all users of water supplied from the Truckee River 

asin: 

1. Will reduce possible periodic flood damage in the cities of Reno and Sparks 
and the Truckee Meadows considerably. The amount of water which may be 
stored upstream in the Stampede Reservoir will eliminate one-third of the flood 
flows through Reno and the Truckee Meadows. When coupled with the plan 
of the Army engineers for channel improvements along the length of the Truckee 
River, already authorized for implementation in conjunction with the proposed 
Washoe project plan, this possible flood damage will be further reduced. 

2. Will eliminate to a great degree the drainage problems of the east end of the 
Truckee Meadows and of the Reno Municipal Airport, which in a large measure 
are caused by overflow during high water or flood periods. 

3. Will provide additional water for domestic and irrigation purposes when 
and as it is required by release from storage upstream in the Stampede Reservoir. 

4. Will provide an additional assured source of hydroelectric power which will 
be made available for distribution to this fast and steadily growing area, to be 
used particularly for emergencies and peak demands. 

5. Will maintain and further develop the very important fish and wildlife 
resources of the project area including the restoration of the Pyramid Lake fishery, 
a highly productive natural resource now lost to us. 

Respectfully submitted. 


County oF WasnHok, State or NEvapDA, 
By RayMonp CapuRRo, j 
Chairman, Board of County Commissioners. 
City or RENo, 
By Len Harris, Mayor. 
City or SPpARKs, 
By Cuaries E. Ricuarps, Mayor. 
Reno CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
By Emory C. Brancn, President. 
Sparks CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
By James M. Bucuanan, President. 
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Chairman Asprnautu. Thank you very much, Mr. Branch. 

Mr. Branch, has there been an incorporation of a conservancy 
district as yet in the area to be served by the Washoe project? 

Mr. Brancu. To my knowledge the organization has not been 
completed. There is simply the enabling legislation, as I under- 
stand it. 

Chairman Aspinatu. Are you able to advise the committee what 
the position of those signing the statement just made by you would be 
upon such a program? 

Mr. Brancu. There has been no designation directly from them. 
My opinion would be that it would be a satisfactory arrangement. 

Chairman AspinALu. That is your personal opinion? 

Mr. Brancu. My personal opinion. 

Chairman AspinaLLt. Do you know of any opposition that has 
been voiced up to the present time on such a program? 

Mr. Brancu. There has been no opposition. 

Chairman AspiInaLu. Do you know whether or not there has been 
any education of these areas concerned, especially the cities of Reno 
and Sparks, as to the responsibility that would be placed upon them 
in case of such an organization? 

Mr. Brancu. There has been none yet. 

Chairman Asprnautu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Washington. 

Mr. WeEsTLAND. No questions. 

Chairman AspinALL. The Congresswoman from Idaho. 

Mrs. Prost. Do you have a storage reservoir to provide municipal 
water for Reno? 

Mr. Brancu. Of course, Lake Tahoe is the natural storage for 
the water, but the water, of course, is taken from the river and there 
is a small storage and treatment plant that the power company uses 
in the treatment of it, but there is no reservoir for that particular 
purpose. 

Mrs. Prost. You have no municipal reservoir? 

Mr. Brancu. No. The water in this area is served by the local 
private water company. 

Mrs. Prost. For how long a period did the city remain flooded in 
1950? 

Mr. Brancu. On the first flood the entire city was at a standstill 
for about 2 days. On the second day the bridges across the river 
were opened and transportation could get back and forth, so it was 
about 2 days when things were really in the worst condition. It 
might have been, as I recall it, about 2 weeks before we had any sort 
of normal operation of facilities. 

Mrs. Prost. It was almost like a flash flood then, so to speak; 
it came in and inundated everything, and then just flowed on away 
again rather quickly? 

Mr. Brancu. Well, of course, it left Reno immediately, but it 
stayed in the Sparks area. You remember they have talked about 
Vista being a bottleneck. The river stayed in the valley for, I think, 
probably 2 weeks before it was able to flow out of the valley. The 
whole 5,006 acres that were inundated stayed inundated for at least 
a week and possibly 2 weeks. 

Mr. Prost. Thank you very much: 

Chairman AspinAuu. The gentleman from Nevada. 
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Mr. Youna. You know there is a difference between H. R. 6028 
and the Senate version 497. That House bill provides that one of 
the purposes shall be the development of fish and wildlife resources. 
I notice in your statement that you approve of that purpose. 

If it were not in the bill will you advise the committee as to the 
position you and the other signators of your statement would. take 
with respect to the legislation? 

Mr. Brancu. Yes. We asked—in consideration of the Senate 
bill—that the amendment be made. This approval was contingent 
upon the amendment being added to the Senate bill to correspond to 
the legislation now in the House bill. 

Mr. Youne. That is all the questions I have. 

Chairman Asprnauu. The Chair would like to ask if that provision 
is not placed in the bill, whether you would then be opposed to the 
legislation? 

r. Brancu. I couldn’t answer that for the signators, Mr. Aspinall, 
but the signators, I know, realize the importance of the wildlife 
resources to this area, and I am sure they would want some protection 
or provision, although I am not saying that they would not support 
the project. 

Chairman AspinaLL. How much has Lake Pyramid been lowered 
by reason of the existing reclamation projects during the last 40 years? 

Mr. Brancu. I probably couldn’t say correctly. I fished on that 
when I was a boy. I could estimate 40 or 50 feet, but there is a 
tremendous difference from the time that I used to be out there in 
1923, 1924, and 1925 and now, but I can’t give you any exact figure, 
but I have heard the figure that it was dropping at a rate of about 
2 feet per year. 

Chairman AspINa... Is it your contention that the authorization 
and construction of the Washoe project would cause it to materially 
lower more than it would lower if it weren’t for the Washoe project? 

Mr. Brancu. No, I don’t think so. I don’t think there is enough 
water available in this area to restore the lake. What we want to do 
is see if we can maintain fish life and maintain the fishing resources 
as long as possible. 

Chairman AsprNa.t. I understand your position, but what I want 
to know is whether or not you contend that the authorization and 
ere of this project is in itself going to destroy further the fish 
ife? 

Mr. Brancu. That is not my contention, Mr. Aspinall. I feel it 
will improve it. 

Chairman AspinaLut. The gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. CHenowetu. I want to commend you for a very convincing 
statement, Mr. Branch, very well prepared. 

I want to ask you one question: How often do these floods occur 
in Reno? 

Mr. Brancu. We had one, of course, in 1937. We had then our 
ee flood which came with no warning. In fact, we had probably 
3 hours. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. What causes those floods? 

Mr. Brancu. This particular flood was a rain condition flood. It 
rained for almost—I don’t remember exactly how many inches, but 
something around 30 inches in that whole drainage area in just several 
days, and there was no way to contain it. 
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Mr. CHENowetTH. That is an unusual situation when you get that 
much rain? 

Mr. Branca. An unusual situation, yes. 

Mr. CuEenowetu. How often does that occur, about every 20 or 
25 years? 

Mr. Brancu. No, we have had other minor floods previous to 1937. 
Those are the only two that we have a record of that I personally 
have some information on that have been damaging. 

Mr. Cuenoweta. The other floods have been more of a minor 
nature? 

Mr. Brancu. Yes. My point, too, being that Reno is as vulnerable 
today or next week for a flood as it was in 1950. 

Mr. CuEnowertH. How about the 1937 flood; what caused that? 

Mr. Brancu. It was snowmelt, I believe. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. What was the time of the year? 

Mr. Brancu. It was, I believe, in June. It was a combination 
of snowmelt and temperature and rain, I think, at that time. As 
I remember it, it came in the spring. I am sure Mr. Devore would 
be more accurate on that. 

Mr. CHenoweTtH. When did the 1950 flood come? 

Mr. Brancn. November. 

Mr. CHENoweETH. You get your rains as late as November? 

Mr. Brancu. Yes. 

Mr. Cuenowern. That is all. 

Chairman AspinaLu. They supposedly had 4 feet of snow preceding 
those rains, if I am correctly advised. 

Mr. McFaruanp. This proposal at the present time has no munici- 
pal water supply involved. It is your belief, though, that in the 
future some of the storage at Stampede Reservoir will need to be 
used for municipal water supply? 

Mr. Brancu. That is our hope; yes. 

Mr. McFaruanp. That is all. 

Chairman Aspinauu. Thank you very much, Mr. Branch, for a very 
fine statement. 

The next witness will be Mr. Wallace White, director of the public 
health bureau, State of Nevada. 

If that designation isn’t correct, Mr. White, you correct it. You 
may proceed. 

Mr. Watiace W. Wuirr. My name is W. W. White. I am 
director, division of public health engineering, Nevada Department 
of Health. The interest of this division is with flood control and flow 
regulation comtemplated by this project. For more than 20 years I 
have in various official capacities been periodically engaged in cleaning 
up after flooding of the Truckee Meadows area by the Truckee River, 
providing a potable water supply to—and treatment facilities for 
wastes from—this population. 

The water supply to the cities of Reno and Sparks is from the 
Truckee River. During flood periods water from this source cannot 
be safely treated. These waters during floods of a day or two can be 
kept out of the distribution system. A flood of more than 1 or 2 
days’ duration results in a questionable treatment of the water neces- 
sary to provide fire protection. There are not sufficient well-water 
supplies to provide more than emergency drinking water needs 
during flood periods. Extreme floods as in 1937 and 1950 resulted in 
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flooding of most water supplies in the Truckee Meadows. Some 
individual wells were the only drinking water supplies available, and 
they became so polluted from these floods they could not be used 
until long after floodwaters had disappeared. Water wells and 
sanitation facilities to Indian families at Nixon were destroyed by the 
flood of 1950. 

The flood of 1950 resulted in severe damage to the Reno and 
Sparks sewage treatment plants. Thirty million gallons of sewage 
were daily during this flood spread out over the ranches, homes, and 
schools of the lower Truckee Meadows. The Sparks plant could not 
operated at all for over a week. The Reno plant operated in a partial 
manner after the floodwaters receded, but major overhaul was 
required during 1950, with some flood damage not corrected until 
early 1954. 

There was a residual ponding of water through the lower Truckee 
Meadows area through the summer of 1950, with flooded septic 
tanks and wells. There was a severe mosquito infestation during this 
period. In fact, standing water results from the almost yearly 
Truckee River runoff. High water tables make basements almost an 
impossibility at Sparks. Collection of water under floors of Sparks 
homes is common, and underground oil-storage tanks have a short life. 

During periods of low flow of the Truckee River there have been 
instances when a nuisance existed from algae in the river bed through 
Reno. There have been times when there was not enough flow at 
Reno to prevent nuisance odors. 

The health problems resulting from Truckee River floods are very 
real, serious, and costly. Increased use of the river banks will result 
in more serious future flood damage if these floods are not controlled. 
This division recommends H. R. 6028. 

Chairman AspinaLu. Mr. White, did you have any serious epidemic 
as such following the flood of 1950? 

Mr. Waite. No, sir. 

Chairman Asprnautu. And following that question, there was no 
loss of life because of any health situation which was aggravated by 
the flood? 

Mr. Wuire. No, sir. 

Chairman AspinatL. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Washington. 

ws WestLAND. Does the city of Reno have a sewage-disposal 
plant? 

Mr. Wuire. Yes, sir. 

Mr. WestLANnp. Was that adversely affected by this flood? 

Mr. Wuire. It was completely inundated. The plant is worth 
approximately $1% million. It discharges directly into the Truckee 
River. It was flooded. The motors of both plants had to be taken 
out. The bile filter was flooded with sand, and until very recently— 
in fact, until a year or so after the flood we were still getting damages, 
and that had to be torn down and rebuilt and all the housing in the 
distributors replaced. 

Mr. WestLANp. That is all. 

Chairman Aspinatu. The Congresswoman from Idaho. 

Mrs. Prost. No questions. 

Chairman AspinaLL. The Congressman from Nevada. 

Mr. Youne. No questions. 
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Chairman AsprnaLu. The gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. No questions. 

Chairman Asprnatu. Thank you very much. 

The next witnesses to appear before the committee will be Messrs. 
George Devore, chairman, Truckee-Carson Water Users; Fred 
Settelmeyer, chairman, Carson Valley water users; Ed Peckham, 
president, Washoe County Water Conservation District; Jim Johnson, 
counsel, Truckee-Carson Irrigation District. 

Unless there is an objection these four gentlemen will be permitted 
to sit at the witness table. They will give their statements which 
they are filing with the committee, and questioning will be withheld 
until the last statement has been read. 

There appearing to be no objection, it is so ordered. The gentle- 
man speaking first may proceed. 

Mr. Grorce G. Devore. My name is George G. Devore. I ama 
water resources engineer, chairman of the Truckee-Carson water 
users committee, a member of the California-Nevada Interstate 
Compact Commission, and also a member of the Lake Tahoe Inter- 
state Conference Committee. 

For more than 25 years past I have been familiar with and made 
water studies of the Truckee and Carson Rivers and also of Lake 
Tahoe. The Truckee-Carson water users committee is composed 
of 21 members representing the water users of the Carson Valley, 
Truckee-Carson Irrigation District, Washoe County Water Conserva- 
tion District, and Sierra Pacific Power Co. The committee represents 
more than 95 percent of the water users of the Truckee and Carson 
Rivers in Nevada. 

This committee was created in February 1950 for the purpose of 
improving the water conditions on the Truckee and Carson Rivers so 
as to eliminate, as far as economically feasible, the deficiencies in 
their water supply, and to create such other benefits to the users as 
can be secured by the joint efforts of the members of this committee. 

Benefits required by the water users include the following: 

(1) Additional storage to supplement the present storage in the 
Truckee River Basin in order to eliminate water deficiencies which 
occur during years of drought, such as the current year, and to firm 
their present water supply. Such storage would not only serve the 
area irrigated in the Truckee River Basin, but also all the lands irri- 
gated under the Newlands project. 

(2) Storage on the Carson River Basin for the benefit of the Carson 
Valley lands and other lands along the Carson River, which areas at 
present have no storage except of a minor nature, which provides only 
a partial water supply during years of normal precipitation and during 
years of drought such as the current year, provides less than a 60 
percent water supply for the average lands. This area has a water 
shortage practically each and every year. Certain users were not 
entitled to any water in the current year and many had no water 
supply after August 1. 

(3) Flood protection, improved sanitation conditions, hydroelectric 
power and development of fish and wildlife resources: 

The proposed reservoirs on both the Truckee and Carson Rivers, 
in addition to irrigation benefits, would provide— 

(a) Flood benefits for the areas along both the Truckee and 
Carson Rivers, and especially for the cities of Reno and Sparks; 





58 WASHOE RECLAMATION PROJECT, NEVADA 


(b) The elimination to a large extent of the emergency sani- 
tary conditions resulting in the Sparks area from floods as re- 
ported by the Health Department of the State of Nevada; 

(c) Other benefits resulting from these reservoirs such as the 
creation of additional hydroelectric power, development of fish 
and wildlife resources, and park and recreational developments. 

(4) Drainage in Carson Valley and Truckee Meadows: Large 
areas in both the Carson Valley and Truckee Meadows require 
dinsinege in order to improve their productivity and availability for 
other uses. 


WORK COVERED BY THE WATER USERS COMMITTEE 


The water users committee created plans for the proposed develop- 
ment of the joint Truckee and Carson River project prior to the 
present plans developed by the Bureau of Reclamation for the Washoe 
project, and also compiled a water study of their proposed project 
covering a period of some 30 years which indicated that a satisfactory 
water supply was available. The Bureau’s project, while deviating 
in certain instances from the committee’s plan, follows it in general 
and is acceptable to the committee. 

Io addition to formulating a plan and making studies of the Washoe 
project the committee has cooperated with both the Corps of Engi- 
neers of the United States Army in their proposed development plan 
on the Truckee River, and with the Bureau of Reclamation on their 
Washoe project. The committee has held numerous meetings with 
various members of the Bureau of Reclamation, the Secretary of the 
Interior, and Members of Congress in working out certain problems 
of the project and in coordinating the plans of the Bureau and the 
committee. 

The committee was instrumental in initiating the introduction of a 
bill in the last session of the Nevada Legislature which was enacted 
and which provides for the creation of a conservancy district as 
suggested in the Bureau of Reclamation’s report. 

he United States instituted a suit in 1926, known as the U.S. v. 
Alpine Land and Reservoir Company, to adjudicate the water rights of 
the Carson River. The committee was instrumental in drafting the 
terms of a stipulation in this suit between the downstream water users 
and the upstream users in the State of Nevada. This stipulation is 
pending during negotiations with the water users in the State of 
California for terms of a-stipulation between the California and 
Nevada water users. The entry of a decree in this case is desirable 
and beneficial to all parties operating the Washoe project and/or 
using waters of the Carson and Truckee ox 

The water users committee was also instrumental in proposing and 
having a bill introduced and passed in the last session of the Nevada 
Legislature creating the California-Nevada Interstate Compact 
Commission to negotiate the distribution and use of waters of Lake 
Tahoe and the Truckee, Carson, and Walker Rivers. A similar 
bill was introduced and passed in the California Legislature and in the 
United States Congress. It is not necessary that compact negotiations 
be completed prior to the authorization and construction of the 
Washoe project, as the water users committee—in their comments 
on the Washoe feasibility report—agreed that any project unit 
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thereof which may be adopted pursuant to the Washoe project shall 
be operated so as to conform to any compact relating to the Truckee 
and Carson Rivers which may be approved by the Legislatures of the 
respective States of Nevada and California and consented to by the 
Congress of the United States. 

The committee has also negotiated with— 

(a) The Truckee-Carson Irrigation District (lower water 
users on the Carson River) to grant the Carson Valley water 
users the right to store upstream on the Carson River—adversely 
to the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District—sufficient supple- 
mental water to irrigate the Carson Valley lands, with the under- 
standing that an equivalent amount of storage water would be 
replaced in the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District’s reservoir 
from the Truckee River storage. 

(6) The Washoe County Water Conservation District, the 
Sierra Pacific Power Co., and the Truckee-Carson Irrigation 
District to permit their water rights on the Little Truckee River, 
both storage and natural flow, to be used in the operation of the 
Stampede powerplant so as to make the Washoe project econom- 
ically feasible. 

(c) The Washoe County Water Conservation District and 
Sierra Pacific Power Co. to transfer their Boca Reservoir storage 
water right to Stampede Reservoir when and if it is necessary 
to store therein for the benefit of the Stampede powerplant. 

(d) The Sierra Pacific Power Co. to divert its Independence 
Lake storage water and its natural flow of the Little Truckee 
through Stampede Reservoir and Stampede powerplant for 
the benefit of power generation at this plant. 

(e) The Truckee-Carson Irrigation District, Sierra Pacific 
Power Co. and Washoe County Water Conservation District 
for the modification of existing decrees and agreements to the 
extent necessary for the operation of the Washoe project. 

(f) The Truckee-Carson Irrigation District and Sierra Pacific 
Power Co. for the purchase of such peaking power as is generated 
in the powerplants of the Washoe project on a peaking price 
basis. These two organizations—who are the major distributing 
agencies in the area served by the Washoe project—are willing 
to enter into such a purchase contract. The economic feasibility 
of the project depends to a large extent upon the benefits that 
can be secured from power, and in order to secure the highest 
price possible for power, it is necessary to operate the powerplants 
on a peaking basis. 

(g) The members of the committee have discussed with the 
water users in the Truekee-Carson Irrigation District, Washoe 
County Water Conservation District, and the Carson Valley 
district, their desire to purchase water developed by the Washoe 
project report, and it is the opinion that contracts can be made 
with these organizations for the purchase of the irrigation water 
provided for in the Washoe project report. 

(hk) The members of the water users committee conferred with 
representatives of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 
California Fish and Game Commission, Nevada Fish and Game 
Commission, and Bureau of Reclamation, and reached an agree- 
ment as to minimum channel releases to be made from the pro- 
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posed reservoirs at Stampede and Watasheamu. It was also 
agreed that additional storage water above present requirements 
would be released from Lake Tahoe to maintain a minimum flow 
from Lake Tahoe for the benefit of fisheries, provided replacement 
water was made available to replace such excess releases without 
liability or cost to the water users. 

While the committee approves bill H. R. 6028 as a whole, it wishes 
to especially endorse the proviso at the end of paragraph (b), section 
2, of said bill which provides that the excess land provision of the 
Federal reclamation law shall not be applicable to lands receiving 
supplemental water under the Washoe project. In support of this 
proviso it can be noted that— 

(a) Lands in the Truckee Meadows area, a part of the Washoe 
project, are already exempt by previous congressional legislation 
in act of November 21, 1940 (54 Stat. 1219); 

(6) Lands in the Carson Valley require an average of 1.3 
acre-feet per acre of supplemental water from project sources or 
less than 30 percent of their total water requirements; 

(c) That the larger land holdings have the oldest water rights 
on the Carson River and require considerably less than 30 per- 
cent of their total water supply from the Washoe project; 

(2) The economy of operation and use of water in Carson 
Valley is based on the present land holdings. 


WASHOE PROJECT 


The project plan as proposed in the first step of the development 
has been described in detail to your committee by representatives of 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the State engineer of Nevada. I will 
not take your time to expand further on this phase of the hearing; 
however, other members of the water users committee will: testify in 
more detail as to certain features of this project. 

The Bureau’s ultimate Washoe development plan includes, in addi- 
tion to the initial development now under consideration, a provision 
for the lowering of the high-water level of Lake Tahoe 1.1 feet with a 
reservoir at Washoe Lake and also a provision for storage of water in 
Hope Valley, Alpine County, Calif., which would provide water for 
irrigation in Alpine County and other areas. 

The Corps of Army Engineers’ early reports include provision for 
lowering the high-water level of Lake Tahoe by lowering the outlet 
rim an equivalent amount. The Army engineers also proposed in 
another report to lower the high-water level of Tahoe 1.1 feet by creat- 
ing replacement storage downstream from Tahoe with a capacity 
equivalent to the amount of water that Lake Tahoe storage was 
reduced due to lowering the high-water level. 

When the Washoe project is authorized it is the intention of the 
committee to organize a conservancy district covering the area of the 
proposed project in Nevada, as recommended in the report. The 
conservancy district would then enter into a contract with the Bureau 
of Reclamation for the repayment of all the repayable costs for irriga- 
tion, drainage, and power under the project, and would also enter into 
subcontracts with the water users for water, drainage, and power to 
provide funds to meet the payments required under the contract with 
the Bureau of Reclamation. 
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It is the opinion of the committee that the project provides certain 
benefits largely of a public nature, that is, park and recreational de- 
velopment, public bealth, fish and wildlife and other related items to 
which has not been properly allocated a just share of the project con- 
struction costs. The allocation to these public purposes would be 
considered in the nonreimbursable category such as flood control. 

Furthermore, it is the opinion of the committee that the Bureau of 
Reclamation is basing their flood benefits on a 215 price level 
1910-14 being 100—and basing their power. benefits on present-day 
values are not consistent. It is further noted in the Corps of Army 
Engineers’ report on the Truckee River that the Chief of Engineers 
recommends to the Secretary of the Army that flood benefits be based 
on present-day costs. 

The committee recommends that during definite plan studies of 
the project, the project costs be properly distributed among all pur- 
poses benefiting from the project, and that flood control benefits be 
based on present-day prices. 

The committee recommends that the necessary procedure be fol- 
lowed so that the flood benefits of the Washoe project and the flood 
benefits of the Corps of Army Engineers’ project, both on the Truckee 
River and Carson River, can be considered as a joint project, and that 
any benefits in excess of the costs under the Corps of Army Engineers’ 
project be considered in the allocation of costs on the Washoe project. 

The water-users committee request that your committee amend 
bill H. R. 6028 by inserting in said bill H. R. 6028 after section 4, the 
following: 

Any project unit authorized by this Act shall be operated so as to conform to 
that portion of any compact relating to the Truckee and Carson Rivers which 
may be approved by the legislatures of the respective States of Nevada and 
California and consented to by the Congress of the United States. 

The committee, furthermore, requests that you recommend House 
bill 6028, as amended, for authorization in the next Congress. 

Chairman AspiINnaLt. May I suggest that what you really mean by 
that statement is the next session of the present Congress. 

Mr. Devore. That is correct. 

Chairman AspInaLL. Thank you very much, Mr. Devore. That 
is a very fine, understandable statement. 

The next gentleman may proceed. 

Mr. Frep H. Serretmeyer. Mr. Chairman, members of your com- 
mittee, I am F. H. Settelmeyer, a member of the Truckee-Carson 
Water Users Committee, also a member of the California-Nevada 
Interstate Compact Commission. I operate the ranching property in 
Carson Valley, Nev., on which I was born in 1892. I can state without 
any reservation that a water shortage for irrigation exists on the 
Carson River above Lahontan Reservoir almost every year. The 
degree of shortage varies from moderate in years of normal precipita- 
tion to a very acute shortage in those years when precipitation drops 
below normal. The supplemental water supply proposed in the 
Washoe project would be of incalculable benefit in stabilizing the 
economy of the entire area. Proposed drainage in certain areas would 
be of great benefit where such drainage is feasible. 

I should like to comment briefly on the exclusion of the 160-acre 
limitation in this legislation. I desire to support that exclusion with 
all the earnestness at my command. My conviction is based on a 
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lifetime of observation in Carson Valley and the project area. Carson 
Valley is the oldest agricultural area in Nevada. It is noted for its 
population stability. Many of the ranching units are being operated 
by the third and fourth generations of the original settlers. The 
constant objective has been to build up balanced outfits or self-suffi- 
cient economic units. In our area this is absolutely impossible under 
the 160-acre limitation. ; 
It is recognized that the larger ranches are the older ranches and it 1 
follows that they have the oldest water rights, and their supplemental | 
water requirements are the lowest in the valley. The economic 
operation and use of water in the Carson Valley is based on the present 
landholdings and the present method of use. The storage that 
presently exists for Carson Valley lands is of a minor nature and is 
largely controlled by owners of more than 160 acres, as well as the 
holders of the older water rights. The attached schedule gives relative 
areas of present holdings. 
We, therefore, request that the proviso excluding the excess land 
provisions of the Federal reclamation law be retained in bill H. R. 
6028 as regards the Washoe project. 
It has been developed that an overall conservancy district will be 
formed to underwrite the reimbursable part of the project. It is my 
belief that Carson Valley water users will purchase their supplemental 
water requirements from the conservancy district if it is at all possible 
to meet the repayment provisions of the contract. 
Chairman AspINa.L. If there is no objection the schedule referred i 
to by Mr. Settelmeyer will be made a part of the record at this point. 
Hearing no objection it is so ordered. 
(The schedule mentioned by the chairman is shown below.) 


Summary Data on Excess LANDHOLDINGS, WAsHOE PROJECT, NEVADA AND 
CaLiFornia ! 


Summary of excess land 











Area 
Item o aees, 
arson Jayton, 
Valley and Fort Total 

Churchill 
Excess acreage (over 160 acres per farm) -_-...........-.-..----- 23, 119 3, 430 26, 549 
Number of farms (over 160 acres per farm) __..........---.-- ie 56 11 67 
Percent of total farms (over 160 acres per farm) _______--- bees 37 34 37 
Percent of total acreage (over 160 acres per farm)_............- 60 54 59 
Excess acreage (over 320 acres per farm) ._.........-.-.-----.-- 17, 093 2, 208 19, 301 
Number of farms (over 320 acres per farm) _.__........-.-.---- 22 6 28 
Percent of total farms (over 320 acres per farm)_............--- 15 19 15 
Percent of total acreage (over 320 acres per farm)__-.------ oii 44 35 43 
Total estimated acreage (all farms) -_............-..---...------ | 38, 746 6, 360 45, 106 
ny EE CO I sno ckccnctcndnedscnbbeteanemadns 150 32 182 
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Range in size of farms with excess holdings 











Number of farms 
Range in size of farm (irrigated acres) | Empire, 
Carson | Dayton, Total 
Valley | and Fort | - 
Churchill 
WA TI. £34 5 A hE dade chielewtedaned 34 5 | 39 
I ald 9 | 2 | il 
SII, holes 5 iivinS bod see ot ta toh Gabealeces imddeaented 7 1 | 8 
SII Kira... cocen chmnn th pipenatecnednieercemmiaaieuddl 2 | 2 | 4 
TT TNEEE GE ionic dncsnccccutnnicenusiececctatasnactancetaneed 4 1 | 5 
a eB 56 il | 67 





1 Data taken from the proposed finding of fact in the district court case of the United States v. Alpine Land 
and Reservoir Company, et al., dated June 28, 1951. 


Chairman AspinaLL. Thank you very much, Mr. Settelmeyer. 

Next gentleman. 

Mr. Epwarp M. Precxuam. Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, I am Edward Peckham, president of the Washoe County 
Water Conservation District, a member of the Truckee-Carson Water 
Users Committee, and a member of the Nevada-California Interstate 
Compact Commission. 

With reference to irrigation, the board of directors of the Washoe 
County Water Conservation District is of the opinion that its members 
are in general satisfied with the existing arrangement, except that 
they feel that they could beneficially use some additional water 
during the months of July and August, and for a greater part of the 
irrigating season during very dry years. 

it is understood that in order to make the Washoe project eco- 
nomically feasible it will be necessary for the Sierra Pacific Power Co., 
the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District, and the Washoe County 
Water Conservation District to pool their water rights on the Little 
Truckee River, and that it will be necessary for the conservation 
district to transfer its Boca storage rights to Stampede Reservoir 
under certain conditions in order to aid in the operation of Stampede 
powerplant. The board cannot, of course, say that these things can 
be accomplished until it is appraised of the specific conditions under 
which they are proposed to be accomplished and what benefits the 
members of the conservation district are to receive in return therefor, 
and until these matters are given careful consideration by the members 
of the conservation district. The board is of the opinion, however, 
that if the conservation district members can be assured that they 
will receive irrigation benefits and the flood-control benefits they 
desire without worsening their present position, such as increase the 
cost of or decrease the water supply, such pooling and transfer can 
be accomplished through negotiation with the interested parties. 

It is also assumed that the conservation district will enter into a 
contract or contracts for the purchase of supplemental water to be 
developed through the Washoe project. The board is of the opinion 
that most members of the conservation district feel that the additional 
irrigation benefits which their lands may receive by reason of the 
Washoe project will not justify any substantial assessments in addi- 
tion to present property taxes and conservation district assessments. 
It is the further opinion of the board that if the members of the con- 
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servation district will consent to the conservation district contracting 
for the purchase of supplemental water, they will agree only to the 
purchasing of such amount of water at a nominal or perhaps small 
cost, as will actually be put to beneficial use upon the lands embraced 
in the conservation district, and not to a contract which will require 
payments merely to make supplemental water available whether it is 
used or not. 

As to the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District’s agreement to permit 
storage in Carson Valley, the board knows of no objections on behalf 
of the conservation district as long as its members are not injured 
thereby. 

With reference to flood control, the board believes that the project 
will be of great benefit to a large proportion of the lands in the conser- 
vation district, as well as to others interested in this project, and it feels 
that the frequently recurring floods to which the Truckee Meadows 
are subjected, and the high-water table existing in the eastern portion 
of our valley, constitute an emergency condition. Other interested 
parties will no doubt adequately report on the damage to property 
and potential danger to health resulting from these conditions, but 
the board wishes to point out that in some of these frequently recurring 
floods, at least 5,000 acres of land within the conservation district 
representing approximately one-eighth of the land embraced therein, 
are inundated with resulting damage to buildings, machinery, fences, 
and ditches and loss of crops and livestock. Though it will by itself, 
admittedly, not completely eliminate these hazards, it is the opinion 
of the board that the phase of the Washoe project contemplating the 
lowering of the reefs in the Truckee River near Vista and the cleaning 
of the Truckee River channel below these reefs will go a long way 
toward alleviating these dangers. We have been assured by repre- 
sentatives of the United States Army engineers, who have made a 
thorough study of the matter, that this phase of the project could be 
carried through independently of and prior to the other phases of the 
project, and we have been assured by the Army engineers and Washoe 
County that this phase of the project could be accomplished without 
expense to individual property owners. The board believes, there- 
fore, that this phase of the project should be given first priority. 

Because the board believes that it will be possible to work out an 
arrangement with the other interested parties whereby the conserva- 
tion district members will receive some irrigation benefits, though 
they will probably be comparatively small as compared to the power, 
flood control, and irrigation benefits to be received by the other 
interested parties, and because the board believes that a considerable 

ortion of the lands in the conservation district will receive great 
enefits from the flood control phase of the Washoe project, the 
Washoe County Water Conservation District urges the approval of 
H. R. 6028 at the earliest possible date. 

Chairman AsprInaLL. Thank you very much, Mr. Peckham. 

Mr. Johnson, you may proceed. 

Mr. James W. Jounson, Jr. Mr. Chairman, members of the com- 
mittee, my name is James W. Johnson, Jr. I am the attorney for 
the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District. I am also a member of the 
Truckee-Carson Water Users Committee, the Nevada-California Lake 
Tahoe Interstate Water Conference Committee, and I am also a 
member of the Nevada-California Interstate Compact Commission. 
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As you perhaps know, the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District 
operates the Newlands project, which was one of the first reclamation 
projects constructed in this country. 

The Truckee-Carson ligation District is represented upon the 
Truckee-Carson Water Users Committee, and as such, has assisted 
in the studies made of the use of water of the Truckee and Carson 
Rivers, and Lake Tahoe. In addition to this the irrigation district 
has carried on independent studies to determine the effect of construc- 
tion of the Washoe project upon the Newlands project. 

We fully realize that any project as comprehensive—and with as 
many divergent interests—as the Washoe project is bound to raise 
issues of disagreement. However, with this in mind we wish to state 
at the outset that the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District approves 
the authorization of the Washoe project. We feel that on the whole 
the benefits to be received as a result of this project to be of great 
magnitude. 

The benefits to the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District are found 
in the supplemental water which would be available to the irrigation 
district for purchase by it upon completion of the Washoe project. 

Perhaps one of the greatest benefits of the project can be found in 
the generation of power. The entire area in northwestern Nevada will, 
as a result of increasing population, reach a point in the near future 
where the demand will exceed the present supply available from all 
sources. Any increase in power generation of any kind is necessary 
and of great importance to the economic development of the entire 
area covered under the Washoe project. 

The irrigation district, through its representation upon the Truckee- 
Carson water users committee, has assisted in certain studies for the 
formulation of the Water Conservancy Act for the State of Nevada 
which was recommended by the Washoe project report. 

The Nevada and California Legislatures have enacted the legisla- 
tion creating an interstate compact commission. Such action has 
been ratified by the Congress of the United States. Truckee-Carson 
Irrigation District is represented upon such commission. The com- 
mission itself, is, as you know, designed to negotiate the water rights 
of the two States, Nevada and California, in the Truckee, Carson, and 
Walker Rivers and Lake Tahoe. It is felt that such a commission 
will establish the rights of the respective States relative to the water 
of the rivers designated and Lake Tahoe. It is not necessary that the 
compact negotiations be complete prior to the authorization of the 
initial development of the Washoe project. 

Under the Washoe project the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District, 
in an effort to assist in the greatest utilization of water resources in 
this area, has agreed to grant Carson Valley users on the Carson 
River the right to store in Watasheamu Reservoir water for supple- 
mentary irrigation, adversely to Lahonton Reservoir, with the ex- 
press understanding that an equivalent amount of storage water 
would be replaced from the Truckee River storage. 

This agreement or stipulation originally stems from negotiations 
entered into between the upper and lower Nevada users through the 
Truckee-Carson water users committee in an effort to settle the 
action which was filed by the United States upon behalf of the 
Truckee-Carson Irrigation District. That case is known as the 
United States v. Alpine Land and Reservoir Company. Alpine County 
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and the Markleville Utility District, both being California interests, 
have petitioned to intervene in the action. As a result of the peti- 
tion to intervene, the irrigation district, together with upstream 
Nevada users, through the Truckee-Carson water users committee 
are attempting to negotiate the rights claimed by the prospective 
intervenors. During the past year a conference was held, resulting 
in an agreement between the parties involved to attempt to negotiate 
the rights, and thus end the long-pending Alpine Land and Reservoir 
suit. A hearing is set in the Federal District Court for the District 
of Nevada on the petition to intervene in March of 1956. It is hoped 
that all negotiations will be satisfactorily completed by that time. 

It must be pointed out here that the stipulation entered into between 
upper and lower Nevada users is necessarily predicated upon avail- 
ability of replacement storage as is provided for in the Washoe project. 

The Truckee-Carson Irrigation District has also agreed with the 
Washoe County Water Conservation District and the Sierra Pacific 
Power Co. to pool their water rights on the Little Truckee River for 
the purpose of creating sufficient water for the generation of power, 
: aan making the construction of Stampede Reservoir economically 

easible. 

The Truckee-Carson Irrigation District, together with the Sierra 
Pacific Power Co., are the two distributing agencies of power in the 
area serviced by the Washoe project, and are willing to purchase the 
power generated by the Washoe project upon a peaking basis as pro- 
posed in the report. I might interpolate that there is also another 
agency for the distribution of power in the area, which is the public 
utilities district, and I am not qualified to say, nor do I know, whether 
or not they would desire to purchase any of the power generated as 
a result of the building of the Washoe project. 

The Washoe project allows water to the Truckee-Carson Irrigation 
District on the basis of existing irrigation efficiencies for the 70,000 
acres of land now under water right contract in the Newlands project. 
As you perhaps know, when the Newlands project was formulated 
the United States contracted to furnish to the project a sufficient 
amount of water to irrigate 87,500 acres of land, together with 50,000 
acres of pastureland. 

The Truckee-Carson Irrigation District does not wish to be pegged 
at a 70,000-acre maximum. We feel that by increasing the efficiencies 
of use in our area, together with the ultimate proposed development 
under the Washoe project, additional acreage in the Newlands 
project could be eliahed 

It has been shown that continuous crop production over many 
years has proved the adequacy of the lands in the Newlands project 
for irrigation farming. Since the classification of lands in 1926 the 
Bureau of Reclamation recognizes the high record of crop production 
in the Newlands project. When the Washoe project is authorized 
it is the intention of the irrigation district to enter into a contract with 
the conservancy district, when established, for the repayment of its 
proper share of moneys for increased supplementary water supply and 
electric power. 

Chairman AspInaLy. Thank you very much, Mr. Johnson. The 
Chair will recognize the members formally in accordance with our 
regularly established procedure, with the understanding that at the 
conclusion of those formal recognitions, any member who wishes to 
ask additional questions, of course, will have the right to do so. 


—— 
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As I understand your statement, Mr. Devore, it is to the effect that 
the original interest in this project was engendered by the users them- 
selves, and that the Bureau came into the picture at the request of the 
users; is that correct? 

Mr. Devore. That is in general correct. The interest of the 
water users started back a number of years prior to 1950 when this 
committee was organized. At that time they worked individually 
or with one or two groups. 

Chairman Asprinauu. Of course, the Bureau has been in this area 
since the early years of the century, and what the chairman is trying to 
find out is whether or not the users have been working for this develop- 
ment, or whether the Bureau itself has built it up and now asking the 
users to accept it. 

Mr. Devore. The users have encouraged the Bureau. 

Chairman AspInaLut. Now, in your statement you refer to certain 
negotiations that have been taking place between the different organi- 
zations, but you don’t make a statement as to the success of those 
negotiations. 

How far have you gotten with them, and is the ultimate success of 
those negotiations necessary to the satisfactory operation of the 
Washoe project? 

Mr. Devore. Would you like to have me take up each negotiation 
individually? 

Chairman AspInatu. If it wouldn’t take too long, and we have in 
the neighborhood of 30 minutes for questioning. 

Mr. Devore. On page 4 of the statement under paragraph (a), 
the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District directors, as stated by Mr. 
Johnson, have indicated that they would permit adverse storage to 
their reservoir, provided the adverse storage was replaced from the 
Truckee River. 

Chairman AsprINnatu. But there has been no definite settlement of 
that controversy as yet? 

Mr. Devore. You mean in writing? 

Chairman AspINnaLu. Yes. 

Mr. Devore. Not in writing; no. We have their commitment in 
the minutes of their meeting, I think. 

Chairman AspInatt. All right, proceed with (6). 

Mr. Devore. As stated by Mr. Peckham and Mr. Johnson, the 
committee has discussed with the conservation district and the power 
company and the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District the agreement to 
permit their water rights on the Little Truckee River, both storage 
and natural flow, to be used in the operation of the Stampede power- 
plant. The power company has definitely agreed to this, and it is 
my understanding that the two irrigation districts have agreed to it. 
The only restriction in it is that the conservation district wishes to be 
assured that they are not losing any of their present water rights. 

Chairman Asprnatt. All right, (c). 

Mr. Devore. (C) refers to the conservation district and power 
company transferring their Boca storage to Stampede Reservoir. 
The power company has agreed to this and the conservation district 
has agreed to this, subject to their not losing any water rights. 

I would like to explain at this time what other members have 
referred to as “pooling” their water. This transferring of the water 
is not losing title to the water. The title remains in the conservation 
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district or the irrigation district, and its progress down the river is 
stopped at Stampede, and from there is passed through the Stampede 
powerplant, and the Stampede powerplant being the big, economic 
factor in the project, we were all trying to promote its interest, but 
the title to the water still remains—while it is in Stampede Reservoir— 
in the three members. 

(d) The power company diverted its Independence Lake water 
storage through the Stampede Reservoir, and Stampede powerplant 
has been agreed to. 

The Truckee-Carson Irrigation District, Sierra Pacific Power Co., 
and the Washoe Conservation District have discussed the modifica- 
tion of existing decrees and agreements, and have agreed that they 
would be willing to modify them provided their rights and interests 
were not jeopardized. 

Chairman AspINnauu. All right, thank you very much. 

Now, Mr. Peckham, your statement, as the chairman understands 
it, is a decidedly qualified support of this legislation; is that true? 

Mr. Pecxuam. That is right. 

Chairman Asprnauu. Is the Chair correct when he concludes from 
your statement that the conservation district which you represent 
doesn’t object to anything here if it doesn’t have to help pay for some 
of the benefits that may go along with it? 

Mr. PecxHam. The reason that was injected into our statement 
there was that at this time we are—or I am not qualified to say how 
much water the farmers, we will say, supplemental water, will require. 
Does that answer the question? 

Chairman AspinaLLt. What areas are included in your district, 
referring to the map? 

Mr. PecxHam. Well, it includes about 30,000 acres in this sur- 
rounding valley, Truckee Meadows. 

Chairman AspInaLL. Then does your opposition go to this extent, 
that you wouldn’t favor the creation of a conservancy district under 
the type proposed by the recent law in Nevada so that you would 
have to pay a millage for the benefits received? 

Mr. Peckxuam. No; maybe I misunderstood your first question. 
Did you ask me if I was opposed to the forming of a conservancy 
district? 

Chairman AsprnaLu. That is what I am asking you now. 

Mr. Pecxuam. No; we are not. Our statement, I believe, indicated 
that we are willing to transfer our waters. We just want to protect our 
water rights. As long as they can be transferred and our present water 
rights protected, that is what we are interested in. 

Chairman AspINALL. Then you support, under those conditions, 
the legislation? 

Mr. Pecxuam. That is right. 

Chairman AspInaLu. And you would be willing to pay, or your users 
would be willing to pay, for whatever benefits they got under this 
legislation? 

Mr. Pecxuam. Yes. I couldn’t state any definite amount of water, 
though, that they would be willing to contract for at this time. 

Chairman AspPINALL. I understand that. If they don’t need the 
water they won’t have to contract for it, but if they contract for it 
and use it they will have to pay for it, and if the conservancy district 
is formed you will accept your responsibility, whatever it may be, 
to share in the burden of carrying on the conservancy district? 


Seid idn asian tied Bacal nic didiniatiaihs dase oe 





Width Abel Saito 








} 
$ 
: 
; 
i 


WASHOE RECLAMATION PROJECT, NEVADA 69 


Mr. Pecxnam. That is right. 

Chairman Aspinauu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Washington. 

Mr. WestLaAnpD. I would like to ask Mr. Devore two questions. 
Who built the Boca Reservoir, and what happens to it after the 
Stampede Reservoir is put in? 

Mr. Devore. The Bureau of Reclamation built the Boca Reservoir, 
and the repayment contract was signed by the Washoe County 
Water Conservation District. A small cash payment was made by 
the power company. After the Stampede Reservoir is in operation 
the Boca Reservoir will still be used as a supplement to Stampede, 
and will pick up the overflow from Stampede to the extent of its 
capacity. 

In addition thereto we are discussing at the present time with both 
the Bureau and the Army the possibility of a canal diverting water 
from Prosser Creek, which lies directly west of Boca, and diverting 
that water into Boca Reservoir. That would be a flood-protection 
project as well as conservation of water. 

Mr. WestLanpb. You don’t feel that this water that would come 
from the Stampede Reservoir, this Calvada powerplant, would take 
all the water out of there to the detriment of the Boca Reservoir and 
those lands in that area? 

Mr. Devore. During dry periods it would take all of the water of 
the Little Truckee. During normal and better than normal years 
there would be excess flows that would come down the river to Boca. 

Mr. West Lanp. By that storage in the Stampede Reservoir dur- 
ing dry years, you would still get as much water as you would get out 
of the Boca Reservoir? 

Mr. Devore. That is correct. 

Mr. WestTLaAnpD. I would like to ask you gentlemen one question 
which hasn’t been asked before. You are all apparently on this 
California-Nevada compact, and as I have mentioned to another 
member of the committee, this Truckee River starts out in California. 
As a matter of fact, the chairman of this committee is a representative 
of that district, and I know what water means to that area. 

Have there been any attempts to divert the Truckee River before 
it gets into this territory of yours? 

Mr. Devore. Only for irrigation along the immediate area of the 
Truckee and the Carson Rivers. The area on the Truckee River 
Basin in California is over 5,000 feet in elevation. In fact, I think 
most of it is about 6,000 feet, and that area is not—considering also 
the topography of the area involved—susceptible to irrigation to any 
large extent. Over on the Carson River the area that can be irn- 
gated profitably has been developed in the early stages during the 
past 100 years, and there is very little land left; that is, susceptible 
to economic development or irrigation. 

Mr. WestTLAND. This might be somewhat similar to a situation we 
face in the Pacific Northwest. There have been quite a few dams 
built on the Columbia River, which is a pretty sizable stream, and now 
we are threatened by the Canadians with diverting the Columbia 
River into the Frazer, which, while it might not dry up the Columbia, 
that would be quite a job, and certainly would very adversely affect 
the potential and everything of the downstream dams. 
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Do you gentlemen feel that these compact negotiations of yours 
with California would eliminate any such possibility in the future of 
a thing like that happening with the Truckee? 

Mr. Devore. You are referring to the Columbia and the Frazer? 

Mr. WestLanp. The possibility of diverting the Truckee River 
while it is in the State of California, or the Carson River, do you feel 
that these compact negotiations of yours will setile that? 

Mr. Devore. I think that will be completely settled by the com- 
pact negotiations. 

Mr. WestLanp. Do you think then, for that reason this Washoe 
project should await until those compact negotiations are concluded? 

Mr. Devore. I do not. 

Mr. WestLanp. Why? 

Mr. Devore. Because the amount of water that will be diverted 
and used in California on both the Truckee and Carson will be a very 
small amount, relatively speaking, and, like on the Carson where they 
do divert it—that is the West Carson—they have return flow to the 
stream because the area is very close to the stream bed, and the east 
fork of the Carson, in my opinion, is 95 percent or more developed at 
this time as will ever be developed for irrigation. 

Chairman AspINatu. If my colleague will yield fora moment. Mr. 


Westland is trying to find out whether there is a possibility of trans- 
mountain diversion in either one of those instances. Now, as I under- 
stand it there has been a transmountain diversion proposed in Cali- 
fornia. What is your position on that? 

Mr. Devore. My opinion is that the compact commission will not 
grant a transmountain diversion. 


Chairman AspinALL. Do you think the members of California will 
agree to that in their compact? 

Mr. Devore. I feel confident they will. 

Chairman AspINaLu. Is that because it is physically impossible to 
transport water from one basin to the other, or is it because the eco- 
nomics of the proposition, perhaps, rule it inadvisable? 

Mr. Devore. To a certain extent the economics are adverse to any 
transmountain conversion, but I think that the relations between the 
area in California and the area in Nevada would be adverse to divert- 
ing any of the Truckee or Carson Basin water into other areas of 
California. 

Chairman Asprnautu. Thank you, Mr. Westland. 

Mr. WestLanp. That is all I have. 

Chairman AspinaLL. The Congresswoman from Idaho. 

Mrs. Prost. I notice, Mr. Devore, you state it is the opinion of the 
committee that the project provide certain benefits, largely of a public 
nature; for example, parks and recreational development, and so forth. 

Do I understand that you feel it should be considered as a part of 
the nonreimbursable category, the same as flood control? 

Mr. Devore. I do. 

Mrs. Prost. And that would be an additional cost added to the 
flood-control benefits then? 

Mr. Devorse. That is correct. 

Mrs. Prost. Approximately what do you estimate these public 
benefits should be? 

Mr. Devore. I have not the figures computed, but I think that it 
might be in the neighborhood of half a million dollars, and as the 
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project develops and we go into the flood-control benefits of the Army 
and the flood-control benefits of the Bureau in the future, it might 
develop into a considerably much larger sum of money. Also, ——s 
the present-day cost instead of the 215 price level, might make severa 
hundred thousand dollars difference in cost to the water users. 

Mrs. Prost. That is in the flood-control portion? 

Mr. Devore. That is correct. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Peekham, I notice you mentioned that you have 
been assured by the representatives of the United States Army engi- 
neers that the lowering of the reefs and dredging of the river could 
be carried through independently. Are we to assume you are recom- 
mending that that project proceed immediately? 

Mr. Pecxuam. No; that phase of the project was to be tied in with 
upstream storage, but we would request that it be taken on as the 
first step, or as immediately as possible, the first step of the project. 

Mrs. Prost. In other words, we are not to assume, then, that you 
are recommending that the dredging and the lowering of the reefs be 
done independently unless the storage facilities are provided upstream? 

Mr. PeckxHam. That is my personal feeling of it, and I think it is 
the feeling of the board because they feel, as other members have 
testified in their statements, that in cleaning the channel east of Reno 
and Sparks, you would not be solving the flood problem completely. 
It takes the reservoir upstream to complete the project, we will say. 

Mrs. Prost. Yes; I understand that; probably to eliminate future 
floods in the city you would need the upstream storage. However, 
the lowering of the channel no doubt would eliminate flooding of the 
city of Reno, would it not, if the channel were deepened? 

Mr. PecxHam. No; it would not. 

Mrs. Prost. It wouldn’t be sufficient? 

Mr. Pecxuam. No. It would probably help Sparks a little bit, 
but far as alleviating any flood damage in Reno, it wouldn’t help 
at all. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you. 

Mr. Johnson, in your statement you said that the irrigation district 
has carried on independent studies to determine the effect of construc- 
tion of the Washoe project upon the Newlands project. Now, is it 
your opinion that the Newlands project will be adequately protected? 

Mr. Jounson. I believe so; yes. The reason I said that we carried 
on independent studies is that the Newlands project is situated at the 
bottom of the bowl, so to speak, and we felt that it would be necessary 
to carry on independent water studies to determine what effect 
upstream storage would have upon irrigation at the bottom of the 
bowl, whether or not we would lose water, and that is the reason that 
those independent studies were carried on. 

Mrs. Prost. Are you finding any concern among the irrigators in 
the Newlands project that their water rights might be endangered? 

Mr. Jounson. Not their water rights so much. There is some 
concern with any project as large as this one, particularly when we 
are at the end of the stream, so to speak. However, I believe they all 
feel that the benefits to be received through supplemental water during 
short water years are sufficient to overcome any liabilities that might 
be present. 

Mrs. Prost. In other words, the additional water they would receive 
will give them a more stabilized, growing economy? 
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Mr. Jonnson. Well, they will receive their additional water nor- 
mally during dry periods. Their supplemental water will be during 
dry periods. I doubt that under the Washoe project they will receive 
additional water during the normal precipitation periods. 

Mrs. Prost. The additional upstream storage would make it pos- 
sible in an extremely dry year for the Newlands project to have more 
water for irrigation purposes? 

Mr. Jounson. That is correct. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman AsprnauL. The gentleman from Nevada. 

Mr. Youna. Wouldn’t you feel that the compact commission is 
likely to come to some agreement which can be submitted to the 
State legislature? 

Mr. Devore. I am hoping that it can be submitted to the next 
legislature. That will be less than 18 months. That means, how- 
ever, concerted work and the Nevada part of the committee is ready 
to give it strong consideration and much effort immediately. 

Mr. Youna. Of course, nobody can tell the exact form that com- 
pact will take, but in your opinion any one of the various forms would 
be consistent with the Washoe project? 

Mr. Devore. [t would. 

Mr. Youna. We wouldn’t be building a project that would be 
modified with great expense to the Government at a later date? 

Mr. Devore. No. In expanding on that question slightly, we 
might state that the Watasheamu Reservoir is on the east fork of the 
Carson River. In my opinion the additional irrigation on the east 
fork of the Carson will be less than 5 percent of the present irrigation. 
There is no storage in the first step of the development on the west 
fork of the Carson River, and that is where the major part of Alpine 
County’s irrigation takes place, and where it might expand to a reason- 
able amount in the future. The Stampede Reservoir is on the Little 
Truckee River. The elevation is too high to create any material 
amount of irrigation above Stampede. In fact, the topography of the 
land is such that it does not lend itself to but very minor irrigation 
above Stampede. 

Mr. Younc. With regard to the conservancy district, I understand 
your testimony to be that it will be the purpose or goal of the com- 
mittee for the formation of that if the project is authorized; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Devore. That is correct. 

Mr. Youna. Does that require a vote of the people in Truckee and 
Carson Basins? 

Mr. Devore. A petition. 

Mr. Youna. A petition signed? 

Mr. Devore. A petition; yes. 

Mr. Younc. Do you have any idea how much income the ad 
valorem tax on the property owners would be annually? 

Mr. Devore. I think prior to the completion of the construction it 
will amount to something over $100,000 a year; after construction, 
about half of that amount. 

Mr. Youne. I would like to direct a question to Mr. Johnson 
with regard to the 70,000-acre limitation on the Newlands project. 

Mr. Jounson. I am not so sure that the present Washoe project 
report actually pegs it at 70,000 acres. As I read it, it says that under 
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our existing efficiencies with the water available—with the facilities 
we have—that we can’t irrigate more than 70,000 acres. I wanted to 
clarify that, of course, in my statement, that if as a result in increased 
efficiencies or further development under the ultimate development 
of the Washoe project it would be possible to irrigate more land with 
the same amount of water, we feel we should be allowed to irrigate it, 

Mr. Youne. That is all I have. 

Chairman AspInALL. The gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. Cuenowetn. Mr. Devore, | believe you stated that this whole 
project is pretty well built around the power features; that without 
power the project would not be feasible and the water users could not 
pay for it? 

Mr. Devorse. That is correct. 

Mr. CHeNnowetu. I also detected, I thought, perhaps not dis- 
satisfaction but some displeasure over part of the allocation of costs. 
Just looking at these figures of Mr. Larson’s it looks to me like you 
have a fretty good project from your standpoint. You have a $40 
million project and you are only going to pay $8 million for it. That 
power is going to pay about $9 million of the irrigation costs; almost 
$6 million goes to flood control, and no reimbursement; $100,000 to 
recreation. It would appear to me—since I have observed other 
projects of this nature—that you have a pretty good project here from 
your standpoint. 

Mr. Devore. That isn’t exactly the way I approached the subject. 

Mr. CuHENowetu. I don’t blame you for trying to get a better one 
if you can. It looks like you have done pretty well up to this time. 

r. Devore. The conservancy district, which will be represented 
and controlled primarily by the water users of these two rivers, will 
be the one that will underwrite this project. They are the ones that 
are going to pay the proposed $35 million or $36 million. Now, 
whatever is reduced as nonreimbursable comes off of this $35 million 
that the conservancy district is going to pay. After the conservancy 
district has paid off the $35 million, then they will be in a position to 
get reduced costs, both for water and for power. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Well, you are going to pay your $18 million for 
power; then power after that is going to pay $9 million on your irri- 
gation costs, something like $27 million; your flood control you don’t 
pay anything for, which only leaves about $8 million that your irri- 
gators are going to pay for. 

Now, as I recall, a very low price was placed on that water, some- 
thing like $1.65, which seems very low, very reasonable. 

Now, do you feel that the Bureau of Reclamation should go even 
further and try to cut that price even to a lower figure? 

Mr. Devore. My position is that the $35 million should be reduced. 
I am not talking about the $8 million. If the $35 million is reduced, 
then at an earlier date will the water users get a reduction 

Mr. CHENOWETH. You mean the cost of power is too much? 

Mr. Devore. | think the cost of power ought to be reduced. 

Mr. CHenoweTH. $18 million is too high? 

Mr. Devore. Nine mills per kilowatt-hour is pretty high. 

Mr. CuenowetuH. I thought so, too, but it was testified that you 
can’t get it any cheaper than that here. I thought it was a little high. 
Why is it that you have to have a 9-mill figure here? It isn’t that 
much in other localities. 
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Mr. Devons. In order to get this $27 million from the sale of the 
power in order to pay 
Mr. Cuenowetu. In other words, you are going to make the power 
users pay more for the power in order to subsidize irrigation? Is 
that what it amounts to? You could get it for less, but you are 
going to make power pay more and get your water for less; is that it? 

Mr. Devore. We think that price of power is comparable to the 
present cost of power. 

Mr. CuENoweEtH. Who are you going to sell the power to? 

Mr. Devore. There is no agreement as to whom it will be sold to. 
The two parties whom it has been discussed with are the Truckee- 
Carson Irrigation District and the Sierra Pacific Power Co. 

Mr. CHeNowetuH. Do you have rural electrification cooperatives 
out here? Will they buy some of it? 

Mr. Devore. We have one public utility district in Truckee, Calif. 

Mr. CoenowetH. Won’t they object strenuously to that 9-mill 
cost when they figure it ought to be down to about 6 or 7? 

Mr. Devore. Well, I think the conservancy district directors will 
want to get the best price they can when they sell it. 

Mr. Coenowern. Don’t you anticipate a little difficulty when you 
negotiate the contract? 

Mr. Devore. No. 

Mr. CueNowetu. You think you can sell it for 9 mills? 

Mr. Devore. Yes. 

Mr. CuenoweEtuH. Well, you are a good salesman out here, I can 
see that. I think that is all. 

Chairman Aspinatu. Mr. McFarland? 

Mr. McFaruanp. You gentlemen are making a plea for exemption 
of the land receiving supplemental water from the excess land pro- 
visions of the reclamation law. As I understand it there are about 
38,000 acres which would receive supplemental water under this 
project, which would receive the benefit of that provision. 

Mr. Devors. I think the figure is somewhat larger than that. 

Mr. McFaruanp. At the present time there are approximately 
27,000 acres in the Truckee River storage project, and approximately 
70,000 acres in the Newlands project which already, by law, are 
exempted. 

Mr. Drevorr. The Newlands is not exempt. 

Mr. McFar.anp. I am going to ask you your opinion of a proposal 
made by the chairman of our full committee, Mr. Engle. As back 
ground, let me say this: You have here 5 owners of 1,000 acres or 
more. According to my figures, of the lands receiving supplemental 
water, each acre would cost the Federal Government about $300 even 
though they don’t get a great deal of water, and on that basis 1,000 
acres would mean that the Federal Government would spend $300,000 
per owner. The interest cost to the Federal Government would be 
about equal to the initial investment, or $300,000 and this would repre- 
sent the Federal subsidy to an owner having 1,000 acres. Now, the 
proposal which the chairman of this committee has made is that, in 
areas like this where you have an established agricultural economy, 
rather than require compliance with the excess land provisions, to 
permit—as an alternative procedure—these excess lands to pay a rate 
which would return the cost of serving those lands with interest, so 
that the Federal Government—for serving those lands which are in 
excess—would receive the full cost, including interest. 
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What is your opinion on that? 

Mr. Devore. Before I remark on that, I didn’t follow you on your 
$300 or $300,000. That is based on supplemental water? 

Mr. McFaruanp. Well, I took your irrigation allocation and, 
roughly, not counting the benefit to the existing Truckee River 
storage and Newlands project, around 50,000 acres would be benefited, 
which would mean about $300 an acre, roughly. That is overall— 
Newlands and supplemental—the cost for serving those lands. M 
statement was that the Federal Government would subsidize eac 
acre to about $300 an acre, and that for 1,000 acres the Federal 
Government would be subsidizing to the tune of about $300,000. 

Mr. Devore. I don’t see where you get the $300 per acre, because 
the water that will go on this supplemental land in the Carson area— 
which is the area I think you are referring to on the 1,000-acre 
ranches—will probably be someplace between .5 and .7 acre-feet 
per acre per year. 

Chairman Asprnauu. Let the Chair make this suggestion: Isn’t 
the matter that is really involved in this issue—whether it is $300,000 
or $3,000—the question of principle that Mr. McFarland has sug- 
gested? The question simply resolves itself into this: That if there 
are those who have 160 acres, and they are to receive benefits under 
this proposition, what would be your position in the matter of charg- 
ing them interest on the money, whatever it may be, in excess of that 
money required for the 160-acre operation? 

Mr. Devore. I think we are going to discriminate between Carson 
Valley and the Truckee Meadows. 

Chairman AspInauu. May I say to you that there is discrimination 
between users throughout the West, and the proposition here, with 
the provision to take this out from under the excess land provision of 
the reclamation law, just makes that discrimination greater between 
this area and other areas. If you aren’t in position to answer this 
at this time, perhaps you would like to think it over and see whether 
or not there is any justice in what our chairman has suggested for just 
such a situation as this. 

Mr. WeEsTLAND. One of the propositions that we are up against, we 
Congressmen from the West, are the Congressmen from the East, and 
when they see this interest-free money for a period of 40 or 50 years— 
Uncle Sam has to pay 2% or 3 percent for that money—we hear great 
speeches about the taxpayers from New York and the taxpayers from 
Pennsylvania subsidizing irrigation in the West, and they have a 
pretty strong position at times when they make those speeches. 

One of the things that we are trying to answer is this proposition 
that our chairman has just brought out here, that where you have this 
160-acre limitation, if larger ranches and farms are going to get irriga- 
tion benefits, that they ought to pay interest on that portion which is 
over the 160 acres. Now, as the chairman suggested, if you don’t 
have an answer, all right, but it is something worth considering as an 
answer to those eastern Congressmen. 

Mr. McFar.anpb. Mr. Devore, that proposal by our chairman 
was proposed in the nature of a compromise to see if there was some 
solution to this excess lands question, to see if it couldn’t be resolved 
for those areas having an existing agricultural economy. 

Mr. Devore. Based on the figures that you quoted on the $300 per 
acre at 2% percent—if that is a correct figure—that would raise the 
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price $7.50 per acre, which, added to a charge per acre for the actual 
water used, $1.15 [sic], would make a total charge of $8.80 [sic] per 
acre to the supplemental irrigator. 

Chairman AspINnAuu. Let the chairman make this suggestion. In 
the statement of Mr. Settelmeyer he gives statistics to show that there 
are 3 or 4 farms that would come within the provisions of the family- 
unit-type operation. Then he shows that there are 22 farms with 4 
of them over 1,000 acres 

Mr. SerreLMEYER. Not 22. 

Chairman AspinatL. Which would receive benefits under an act 
which has as its fundamental philosophy aid to famiy-unit-type 
operation. Now, if these statistics are correct, and 34 out of 56 can 
operate a family-type unit with 320 acres maximum, then most cer- 
tainly the aid that is requested for the other 22 is certainly not in line 
with what we understand to be the fundamental philosophy of the 
reclamation law, and which is eternally thrown at us, as my colleague 
has said, by our eastern colleagues. That is what Mr. McFarland 
was trying to firm up at this time. 

Mr. Serretmeyer. I think probably one of the answers would be 
that there is a great difference between the quality of land in some 
of the 160-acre farms, their locations, and the way they are set up. 
What might be a family-size farm in one area isn’t necessarily a family- 
size farm in another area. 

Chairman AspINALL. Of course, some of them are 10-acre tracts, 
40-acre tracts, but here in the same area you have a wide diversion of 
acreage. 

Mr. SerretmMeyer. Let me say this, that some of the smaller 
farms are subsistence farms, you might say, rather than farms where a 
family can prosper in advance. 

Chairman AspINALL. We won’t belabor this question at this time, 
but it is suggested by the Chair that some study be given, because it 
may be necessary that we have an amendment to this particular 
provision of the legislation. Thank you very much, gentlemen, for a 
very fine presentation. 

The next witness will be Mr. Doren E. Woodward of the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Mr. Woodward, you are set down here for 10 minutes. If you can 
make this presentation in 10 minutes, you are a better man than I. 

You may proceed. 

Mr. Doren E. Woopwarp. Mr. Chairman and committee mem- 
bers, my name is Doren E. Woodward, regional supervisor of River 
Basin studies in region I of the Fish and Wildlife Service, the office of 
which is located in Portland, Oreg. 

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service is interested in the 
Washoe project of the Bureau of Reclamation as proposed for author- 
ization in House of Representatives bill 6028. The Department of 
the Interior has not as yet been requested to report on this bill, and 
the views of the Secretary are therefore not available. It has been 
noted, however, that the bill includes development of fish and wildlife 
resources as a project purpose and provides in section 4 for facilities 
to carry out that purpose, the cost of which would be nonreimbursable. 

Under the act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080, 16 U.S. C. 661), 
78th Congress, often referred to as Public Law 732, certain responsi- 
bilities are placed on the Fish and Wildlife Service. In compliance 
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with the conditions set forth in this law the Office of River Basin 
Studies of the Fish and Wildlife Service prepared a detailed report, 
published in May 1954, on the fish and wildlife resources,in relation to 
the water-development plan for the Washoe project on Truckee and 
Carson Rivers in California and Nevada. The State and interstate 
problems involved, as well as the phases of the project which are con- 
sidered to be of national significance, were given careful consideration 
in the preparation of that report. In view of the responsibility of the 
Service in the management of the Nation’s migratory waterfowl re- 
sources, protected by treaties with the Dominion of Canada and the 
Republic of Mexico, we are especially concerned that the project do 
nothing which would have an adverse effect on migratory waterfowl 
or its habitat. It has been our aim to fit our recommendations to a 
development plan which would be comparable with the aims of the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the water users and provide for the con- 
servation and development of the fish and wildlife resources involved. 

The 1954 report of the Fish and Wildlife Service is included as part 
of the material in the Bureau of Reclamation Regional Director’s 
Report of September 1954. The report of the Commissioner of Rec- 
lamation, dated October 12, 1954, includes the preservation and devel- 
opment of fish and wildlife resources as one of the project purposes, 
and refers to the Service’s recommendations contained on pages 94 
to 97 of the supporting material. This report of the Commissioner 
was endorsed and adopted by the Secretary of the Interior on October 
18, 1954, and is the departmental feasibility report on the Washoe 
sani ole Pag ne 

After extensive investigations in cooperation with the State con- 
servation agencies the Fish and Wildlife Service made 14 recommenda- 
tions, as follows: 

1. In accordance with operation and flow data provided by the Bureau—on 
which this report is based—the scheduled minimum mean monthly streamflows 
be provided at the four project-controlled structures listed below, and further that 
instantaneous minimum releases from these structures be as follows: 

(a) Calvada regulatory dam, 100 second-feet. 

(b) Derby Dam, 35 second-feet (if possible, into Pyramid Lake). 

(c) Watasheamu Dam, 35 second-feet. 

(d) Dressler diversion dam, 80 second-feet. 

2. Studies and negotiations be conducted cooperatively by the Bureau otf 
Reclamation, the Service, the California Department of Fish and Game, and the 
Nevada Fish and Game Commission to— 

(a) Devise criteria for annual scheduling of releases from Lake Tahoe in 
relation to predictions of yield which will provide as large a continuous 
streamflow as possible consistent with the best water-conservation practice, 
and 

(b) secure an operating agreement among all interested agencies providing 
for the release of water from the lake on the schedules resulting from the 
application of the devised criteria. 

3. Changes in rates of release from the project control structures be gradual 
and minimal consistent with operational demands of the project. 

4. A fish ladder or other facilities providing for upstream passage of trout be 
installed at Calvada regulatory dam. 

5. Releases of water to streamflow in the Little Truckee River be made from 
Stampede Dam at rates proportional to the predicted annual runoff of the con- 
tributing watershed so as to provide in years of predicted normal runoff a minimum 
instantaneous flow of 12 second-feet at a point one-fourth of a mile downstream 
from Stampede Dam. Scheduling of releases should be correlated with those from 
Lake Tahoe. 

6. Releases to streamflow below Derby Dam include ali water decreed to lands 
located downstream from this point. 
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7. Preliminary study be given by the planning agency to the feasibility and 
design of fish screens for the several project dam outlets and diversions. 

8. The Bureau of Reclamation continue to cooperate with the Nevada Fish and 
Game Commission in the establishment of a fish-cultural station in connection 
with either the Calvada powerplant or Watasheamu Dam as desired by the 
commission, 

9. The flume and the lined portion of the Carson Canal be fenced to prevent 
losses resulting from attempted crossings of these canal sections by deer. 

10. Earth-covered bridges be constructed at points throughout the length of 
the Carson Canal, the locations for which should be determined as the result of 
detailed study upon completion of the project. 

11. A study be made by the California Department of Fish and Game, the 
Nevada Fish and Game Commission, and the Service to determine wildlife habitat 
improvement measures that might be applied in cooperation with the Bureau of 
Reclamation to the peripheral reservoir lands. 

12. Any future negotiations involving the allocations of waters for irrigation 
purposes within the project area give full consideration to the water needs of the 
Stillwater and Fernley wildlife management areas, 

13. Federal lands and project waters in the project area be open to free use for 
hunting and fishing except for sections of Federal and State wildlife management 
areas which are closed to hunting and areas reserved for safety, efficient operation, 
or protection of public property. 

14. The report of the Bureau of Reclamation include the preservation and propa- 
gation or and wildlife resources among the purposes for which the project is 
authorized. 


Recognizing that the full effects of the project work on fish and 
wildlife resources can only be definitely determined after structural 
design and operating criteria are determined, studies are continuing in 
accordance with recommendations 2 and 11, seeking particularly to 
solve the fishery problems below Lake Tahoe and Pyramid Lake. It 
is anticipated that as a result of these investigations, in cooperation 
with the California Department of Fish and Game, and the Nevada 
Fish and Game Commission, adequate measures for the protection of 
the resources can be provided. 

Nine of the recommendations were accepted in full and included in 
the development plans of the Bureau of Reclamation. The remaining 
five were conditionally accepted. These are 1 (b), (c), and (d), 5, 6, 9, 
and 10 which are discussed on pages 96 and 97 of the departmental 
feasibility report. 

Recommendation No. 1 (b) relative to release below Derby Dam of 
35 second-feet, if possible, into Pyramid Lake was accepted on a 
qualified basis by the following language in the regional director’s 
report, page 96: 

A minimum release of 35 second-feet at Derby Dam * * * would decrease the 
planned irrigation supply. Water release at Derby Dam, plus inflow to the 
stream, would provide a flow of 35 second-feet some distance below the dam. 
Part of this water would be used consumptively, however, and would not reach 
Pyramid Lake. Ample water would be available to provide a constant flow of 
35 second-feet at the lake if a storage reservoir were provided below Derby Dam. 
The feasibility of such a reservoir should be investigated. 

Recommendation No. 1 (c) relative to the release of 35 second-feet 
at Watasheamu Dam was questioned, since the provision of this flow 
would result in a decrease in power production of 559,000 kilowatt- 
hours per year, though it would not influence irrigation plans. 

Recommendation No. 1 (d), which relates to 80 second-feet at 
Dressler diversion dam, was conditionally accepted by the comment 
in the regional director’s report, page 96: 

* * * could be made without injury to other project purposes except in the fall 
and winter months of occasional extremely dry years. 
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Recommendation No. 5 relating to releases of water to streamflow 
below Stampede Dam was to provide 12 second-feet minimum flow. 
It was found by the Bureau that this would decrease potential power 
production of Calvada powerplant by about 5,950,000 kilowatt-hours 
per year, making questionable the feasibility of the powerplant. 
The Bureau also found, however, that— 

a minimum flow of about 6 second-feet at the dam with a minimum flow of 12 
second-feet into Boca Reservoir could be maintained * * * without serious 
curtailment of power production. 

This alternative flow regimen has been accepted by the California 
Department of Fish and Game and probably will be the solution 
adopted. 

Recommendation No. 6 which states that— 
releases to streamflow below Derby Dam include all water decreed to lands located 
downstream from this point— 
brought forth the following statement, page 97, in the Regional 
director’s report: 

As lands served by Truckee River below Derby Dam become fully developed, 
water will be released to them in accordance with their decreed rights * * *, 
Until such development takes place the release of water past Derby Dam will be 
subject to interpretation of the rights of claimants to the water and to economic 
considerations as to possibility for most beneficial use of the water. 

Recommendations Nos. 9 and 10 which relate to deer protective 
measures along the Carson Canal, the Bureau states that— 

Flumed and lined sections of the Carson Canal could be fenced and earth- 
covered bridges across the canal could be constructed at a nominal increase in 
project cost. 

This question is not insurmountable. 

It should be noted that recommendations Nos. 2, 7, and 11 provide 
for additional investigations and studies, which can be carried on 
during project construction, pointed toward solutions of the problems 
raised by the recommendations. 

The several plans for improving conditions for fish will be investi- 
dated further in cooperation with the Bureau of Reclamation engi- 
neers. Particular attention is being given the Twin Valley Reservoir 
site on the North Fork of Prosser Creek, a tributary of the Truckee 
River, as a possible site for exchange storage required to permit the 
desired minimum release of stored water from Lake Tahoe. Such 
means and measures as are necessary to accomplish all of the recom- 
mendations contained in the Service report of May 1954 should be 
provided, together with such funds as may be necessary on a non- 
reimbursable basis. 

Thank you for this opportunity to be heard. 

Chairman AspInaLu. You didn’t quite make it in 10 minutes, 
but you did a darn good job trying. 

r. Woodward, do your studies of the Washoe project itself lead 
you to believe that the project will of its own accord endanger further 
the game and fish and wildlife of the area served by the project? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes. 

Chairman AspINALL. Just the authorization and the operation 
of the project in itself will further endanger the wildlife and fish life? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Without provision to mitigate the losses that 
will occur, there definitely would be, shall I say, residual losses or 
actual losses. 
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Chairman Aspina.u. The thing that is bothering me in this partic- 
ular instance is just this: Granted that you should have these im- 
provements and these added facilities, I understood from one of 
the former witnesses that the project itself would not lessen the values 
that you have here presently, of fish life, especially. We deal with 
reclamation, which supposedly i is based on irrigation values, and yet 
the Senate bill makes no provision whatsoever for this added cost to. 
Uncle Sam, and the House bill carries it. 

What I am trying to find out is whether or not it is in conformity 
with our regular procedures to have this legislation bear these addi- 
tional facilities which you may desire and which the community 
may desire also, but unless you can show to me that these damages 
and injuries come directly from this project, I doubt very much if I 
feel that they should belong in this particular legislation, although I 
most certainly would support a separate bill for it. If you care to 
answer that I will be glad to hear from you. 

Mr. Woopwarp. I believe that legislation authorizing developments 
somewhat similar to this is not without precedent. There have been 
other developments authorized for the construction by the Bureau of 
Reclamation which include a debit enhancement measure, so this 
would not be anything entirely new. 

Chairman AspINALu. It goes further than anything I know of. 
That is the reason I brought this up. 

The gentleman from Washington? 

Mr. Westianpb. No questions. 

Chairman AsprnatL. The Congresswoman from Idaho. 

Mrs. Prost. No questions. 

Chairman AspInaLu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Nevada. 

Mr. Youna. Isn’t it true that the river between the major dam 
sites and the regulatory reservoirs downstream would be rendered 
much less valuable for fish life due to fluctuations that occur? 

Mr. Woopwarp. That is true. 

Mr. Youna. Definite signs of damage done by this project to the 
existing fish resources? 

Mr. Woopwarp. That is true, although we must recognize that 
there would also be some fishing value in the reservoirs themselves 
in substitute for the stram that is inundated by the water. 

Chairman AspInaLL. Would my colleague yield for this suggestion? 
Isn’t that a matter of regulation rather than a matter of additional 
facilities? 

Mr. Youna. Regulation would help, but there is no assurance that 
regulation would be forthcoming necessary to benefit the fish life. 
That is one of the controversial features of the project, as I am sure 
the chairman has seen by this time. 

Chairman Asprnauu. I imagine that you had better take care of it 
before you authorize and execute that contract. 

Mr. Youne. The sportsmen in this area are still complaining about 
the effects of the Newlands project which ruined the fishing. 

Chairman AsprInaLL. I am sympathetic to your objective, my 
colleague. 

Mr. Youna. I won’t burden the committee any more with that 
right now. 

Chairman AspInaLL. The gentleman from Colorado. 
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Mr. CuHEeNowetu. No questions. 

Chairman AsprnaLut. Mr. McFarland? 

Mr. McFaruanp. Just one question to clear the record. You say 
the Secretary’s views on the legislation are not available. We do have, 
however, the Secretary’s views on the project, do we not? Are these 
not the same recommendations that went into the project report by 
the Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes, sir, exactly. 

Mr. McFartanp. And we have, then, the Secretary’s report which 
says in effect that the Fish and Wildlife Service and the Bureau of 
Reclamation are cooperating in these matters, and that insofar as 
possible the recommendations of the Fish and Wildlife Service will be 
complied with; is that not right? 

Mr. Woopwarp. That is correct. 

Mr. McFartanp. That is all I have. 

Mr. Woopwarp. May I add one thought? The Secretary’s 
views on this proposed legislation are not available. That was the 
thought I had in mind. 

Mr. McFar.anp. I understand that. 

Mr. Woopwarp. That was the reason for that sentence. 

Chairman Asprnauu. Thank you very much. 

The next witness is Mr. C. E. Edmunds, manager of the Truckee 
Public Utility District. 

Mr. Ceci Epmunps. Mr. Chairman and members of the commit- 
tee, my name is Cecil Edmunds, manager of the Truckee Public 
Utility District in California; also a member of the Nevada County 
Board of Resources; also a member of the California-Nevada Compact 
Commission. 

The Truckee Publie Utility District is a political subdivision of the 
State of California, engaged in the distribution of power and water in 
the Truckee area, and has consistently advocated the conservation 
and development of the floodwaters of the Truckee River Basin since 
its organization in 1927. 

Water conservation and development in eastern California and 
Nevada are a geographical problem. The major part of the water of 
this area originates in California, while the present greatest demand 
for control and utilization is in Nevada. 

We who live in eastern California want to conserve, utilize, and 
share our natural assets with out sister State and neighbors of Nevada, 
and we want them to enjoy any overabundance which we cannot 
ourselves beneficially use; but we don’t want to be deprived of our 
God-given inheritance by cutting the rims of our lakes, by tunneling 
into our water reserves, or by any unreasonable methods of use or 
unreasonable methods of diversion of our waters. 

In the early 1940’s the Army engineers proposed the Mystic project 
on the Truckee River, which provided flood control and irrigation by 
upstream storage at Prosser Creek and Boca and a powerhouse of 
22,000 kilowatt capacity at Mystic. 

After further studies made by the Bureau and Army engineers 
following the flood of 1950 we had presented to us in 1951 several 
plans under the reconnaissance report of what is now known as the 
Washoe project. 

In August of 1952 a Senate subcommittee met here in Reno to 
further discuss plans for development of the Truckee River system. 
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The Truckee Public Utility District again outlined its position and 
emphasized the need for early action and pointed out that the waters 
of the east slope in California were our most valuable asset and that the 
benefits from any works should accrue to all concerned. 

In December of 1952 we attended another meeting here in Reno 
called by Colonel Haug of the Corps of Army Engineers relative to an 
interim flood control report to be submitted to Congress, and the 
district took the position then that any proposal should include the 
overall plan for Truckee River development along the lines as originally 
proposed in the Mystic project. 

Following the submission of the status report of the Bureau of 
Reclamation, the district outlined in a letter dated February 14, 1953, 
to our California State Division of Water Resources, that we favored, 
in principle, plan II as outlined in that report, which provided for the 
greatest utilization of the Truckee River in California. We pointed 
out the benefits we felt would result to California interests as well as 
Nevada in the development proposed under plan II. 

In February of 1954 we received a copy of the feasibility report 
of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The position of the Truckee Public Utility District on the proposed 
feasibility report of the Washoe project insofar as it relates to the 
facilities planned on the Little Truckee River at Stampede Valley is 
set forth in a resolution unanimously adopted by the board of directors 
of the district on March 9, 1954, which reads as follows: 


RESOLUTION 


_Whereas the Bureau of Reclamation has completed a feasibility report of the 
Washoe project for submission to the Congress of the United States, wherein 
is proposed the building of Stampede Reservoir on the Little Truckee River with 
direct diversion of the waters therefrom through a tunnel into the State of Nevada; 
and 

Whereas eastern Nevada County’s most vital and greatest asset is its water; 
both for fishing and recreation as well as for present and future potential industrial 
and power development; and 

Whereas diversion in the manner proposed would seriously and detrimentally 
affect the natural resources of eastern Nevada County by diverting the waters 
of the Little Truckee River from their natural course through Nevada County 
into the Truckee River; and . 

Whereas the diversion of the waters of the Little Truckee River from Nevada 
County without the opportunity pow or in the future of the fullest utilization of 
such waters within Nevada County and the State of California is contrary to the 
best interests and welfare of the inhabitants thereof; and 

Whereas the flood control and irrigation features of the proposed Washoe 
project for the benefit of the people of the State of Nevada can be as substantially 
realized by other suggested plans of the Bureau of Reclamation which would 
retain to the people of Nevada County and the State of California greater utiliza- 
tion of the multiple uses of the waters of this county: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Board of Directors of Truckee Public Utility District, That we most 
earnestly protest the diversion of the waters of the Little Truckee River in the 
manner now proposed in the feasibility report of the Washoe project. 

This resolution was sent to our Representatives in Congress and to 
the Governor and other State representatives asking for their assist- 
ance in having a reconsideration of the project so as to preserve and 
protect the interest and welfare of the people of Nevada County and 
the State of California, 

A similar resolution was unanimously adopted by the Nevada 
County Board of Supervisors on the Ist day of April 1954 and also by 
the Truckee Chamber of Commerce. 
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The district is fully in accord with the Flood Control and irrigation 
uses to which it is proposed to put these waters in the State of Nevada 
and we are also aware of the excess floodwaters available under normal 
annual conditions in this area. However, we are opposed to any 
proposal to directly divert any of these waters from our county or 
State without the fullest utilization being planned, made, and reserved 
for the people of the State of California. 

The district favors in principle plan II of the status report of the 
Washoe project, which is similar in its objectives to the present 
feasibility plan and would not materially alter the flood control and 
irrigation benefits to the people of Nevada under that plan, but it 
would permit of much more extensive utilization of our waters within 
the State of California, and with considerable less expenditure. 

We would draw the attention of your committee to section 3 of 

article XIV of the Constitution of the State of California, which 
provides in part: 
* * * It is hereby declared that because of the conditions prevailing in this 
State the general welfare requires that the water resources of the State be put to 
beneficial use to the fullest extent of which they are capable * * *. The right 
to water or to the use or flow of water in or from any natural stream or water 
course in this State is and shall be limited to such water as shall be reasonably 
required for the beneficial use to be served, and such right does not and shall not 
extend to the waste or unreasonable use or unreasonable method of use or un- 
reasonable method of diversion of water. * * * 

The Truckee Public Utility District contends that the plan of 
diversion from Stampede Dam as now proposed in the “feasibility 
report” is ‘an unreasonable method of diversion” of California waters 
and is contrary to the intent and purposes set forth in our State 
constitution and opposed to the best inerests and welfare of the people 
of the State of California. 

On October 25, 1954 the district presented a similar statement to 
this to the subcommittee of the Senate at a meeting here in Reno and 
urged a further study and consideration of the project. 

The Truckee River and its tributaries are nationally recognized 
as among the greatest trout-fishing streams of the West. Thus the 
economy of eastern Nevada County area would be seriously affected 
by any diversion of these waters from their natural courses as presently 
proposed in the Washoe project. This has been ably set forth in 
statements previously made before the Senate subcommittee by Mr. 
Seth Gordon, director of the California Department of Fish and Game. 

If we are to be asked to sacrifice some of this important segment of 
our economy, then the power that can be generated by this project, 
we feel in justice should be made reasonably available to replace 
this loss. 

The necessity for the Washoe project insofar as the State of Nevada 
is concerned is one mainly of flood control and irrigation. The 
high-cost tunnel diversion as presently proposed in the Washoe 
project has no bearing on the benefits of flood control or irrigation to 
the people of Nevada. It is purely for the purpose of generating 
power, the sale of which will assist in amortizing the cost of the 
project. 

Engineers employed by the county of Nevada who have made 
a preliminary study of the project are of the opinion that like quan- 
tities of power can be generated by two smaller plants if the waters 
from Stampede Dam are permitted to flow down their natural courses 
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in California, and at no additional cost, and thus conserve the waters 
for further recreational, industrial and like beneficial uses in California 
for the future. 

The Water Resources Board of Nevada County—in common with 
similar boards in other adjoining counties—is now engaged in a study 
to determine the ultimate needs of the water resources of the county. 
Governor Knight has recently appointed the California members to 
the Nevada-California Interstate Compact Commission to negotiate a 
compact for the distribution and uses of the waters of Lake Tahoe and 
the Truckee, Carson, and Walker Rivers. 

We, therefore, earnestly request that your committee withhold any 
action on this project until the above agencies can complete their work 
and have arrived at some just and equitable distribution and utilization 
of these waters. 

We feel sure that with proper consideration and deliberation by the 
parties directly concerned, a satisfactory solution to our water prob- 
lems can be assured, and that the Washoe or some similar project can 
then be undertaken. 

We further urge that your committee request the Bureau of Recla- 
mation to continue with its studies of the Washoe project with a view 
to reserving to the people of California the greatest beneficial use of 
our water resources of which they are capable, as well as to assure 
adequate flood control and irrigation to the people of Nevada. 

Chairman Aspinauu. I thought perhaps we were getting along here 
a little too smoothly. 

Mr. Epmunps. I hate to inject a tone of discord there, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Chairman AspINALL. Now, as I understand it, it is your position 
that if the Stampede Reservoir, with the attendant power production, 
is to be authorized, then the county of Nevada, State of California, 
is entitled to a part of those revenues; is that correct? 

Mr. Epmunps. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. Inasmuch as the 
economy of our area would be adversely affected by the project, some 
returns are justifiable to us to replace it. 

Chairman AsprnaLu. As I understand it, that part of your economy 
which would be endangered has to do with fishing benefits along the 
Little Truckee River; is that correct? 

Mr. Epmeunps. That is right. 

Chairman AspInALL. That although your public utility has not 
up to the present time contemplated the construction of two small 
power production plants, nevertheless they are feasible in your 
opinion? 

Mr. Epmunps. That is the preliminary opinion of a study made. 

Chairman AspinaLL. And you also understand, do you not, that 
if the power revenues from the Calvada powerplant—proposed 
Calvada powerplant—would have to be shared, then the feasibility 
of this project is not only in danger, but is more than likely destroyed; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Epmunps. No, sir. It is our contention that two smaller 
powerhouses in connection with Stampede Dam could be erected 
along the course of the Little Truckee and the Truckee River proper 
at no more cost than the proposed dam at the end of a tunnel from 
Stampede. 

Chairman AsprInALL. With similar output of power? 
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Mr. Epmunps. Very similar, at less cost. There is a very expensive 
tunnel proposed in connection with this, which has to be amortized 
also in the final cost, and at a smaller cost these dams—while maybe 
not generating the full amount of power—would not have to amortize 
as much cost. That is our contention. 

Chairman AspinaLu. Thank you. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. WestLanp. Mr. Edmunds, has the Bureau of Reclamation 
considered that possibility in all their 30 years of exploring that thing? 

Mr. Epmunps. They have in the various plans under the status 
report. 

Mr. WestLanp. They must have had a pretty good reason for 
coming up with this plan rather than the two small powerhouses as 
you suggest at Stampede Dam. It is not satisfactory to you, I 
gather. 

Mr. Epmunps. No. Might I say that some other influences have 
been, in our opinion—— 

Mr. WestTLAND. Let’s be frank in this thing. I would like to know 
what you are talking about. 

Mr. Epmunps. I think that the power interests here in Nevada 
have been influencing the entire project, and that their desire to 
acquire this power in this area is one of the reasons that they don’t 
propose these smaller powerplants in the State of California. 

Mr. WestTLAND. Perhaps I have forgotten, but who was the dis- 
tributing agency of this power? Wasn’t that Sierra Nevada Power? 

Mr. Epmunps. Sierra Pacific Power Co. locally. 

Mr. WestLAND. Is that a Nevada corporation? 

Mr. Epmunps. Yes. 

Mr. WestLanp. It is a subsidiary of a California corporation? 

Mr. Epmunps. That, I have no knowledge of. 

Mr. WestLANb. Let me ask you this: You talk about putting up a 
dam on Prosser Creek. 

Mr. Epmunps. That is what was known as the original Mystic 
project which was proposed by the Army engineers. 

Mr. WestLANb. Twenty-two thousand kilowatt project? 

Mr. Epmunps. That is correct. 

Mr. WestLanp. What was to be the cost of that, do you recall? 

Mr. Epmunps. I can’t recall offhand. 

Mr. WestLanp. Would it produce power at 9 mills? 

Mr. Epmunps. I don’t know whether the cost was worked out to 
that extent at that time or not. We consider the cost of 9 mills 
prohibitive for a project of this kind; that is, if any benefits are to be 
derived from the power. 

Mr. WestLtanp. What do you sell your power for in the Nevada 
County PUD? 

Mr. Epmunps. We sell it—starting in blocks, of course—at 5.5 
and down to 1.5. 

Mr. Westianp. Down to 1.5 mills? 

Mr. Epmunps. 1.5 cents. 

Mr. WestLanp. Oh, 15 mills? 

Mr. Epmunps. That is correct. 

Mr. West.Lanp. And what was your top price? 

Mr. Epmunps. 5.5. 

Mr. WestLAND. 5.5 cents? 
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Mr. Epmunps. 5.5 cents, right. 

Mr. WustLanp. Now, the thing I would like to get at just for a 
second, has the Nevada County PUD considered constructing those 
dams itself? 

Mr. Epmunps. I would like to point out that we are somewhat of a 
small organization and in no financial position to build a dam of that 
size or type at this time. We purchase our power from the Sierra 
Pacific Power Co. wholesale. 

Mr. WestLanp. What is the population of Nevada County? 

Mr. Epmunps. This is only in the town of Truckee. It is a Truckee 
public utility. 

Mr. Wusrtanp. The Truckee Public Utility District? 

Mr. Epmunps. Right. 

Mr. WestLanp. Well, we have acounty in the State of Washington 
that has 12,500 people and they are building a $365 million project. 

Mr. Epmunpbs. We only have a population of 1,200. 

Mr. WesrLanp. Well, divide that by 10 and you would have 
$36 million. What do you pay for your power? 

Mr. Epmunps. We paid in the year 1954, 11.7 mills. 

Mr. WestLanp. Then a 9-mill project is a pretty good project; 
isn’t it? 

Mr. Epmunps. Not too good, not for us. 

Mr. Wustrtanp. That is all. 

Chairman Asprnautu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Nevada. 

Mr. Young. You would be willing to buy this power at 9 mills; 
wouldn’t you? 

Mr. Epmunps. If we had it delivered to us at that cost, we would 
be glad to get it. 

Mr. Youne. You would take that in preference to the power you 
are getting from the Sierra Pacific at 11 mills? 

Mr. Epmunps. Yes, but it still wouldn’t be favorable. 

Mr. Youna. Are you in a position to contract for additional power 
right now? You mentioned a need. Are you getting all the power 
you need now for your consumers? 

Mr. Epmunps. Yes. 

Mr. Youna. In other words, your district couldn’t contract for a 
big block of power such as the 28,000 kilowatts? 

Mr. Epmunps. No. 

Mr. Youna. That is all. 

Chairman AsprnaLu. The gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. Do you anticipate any difficulty in the Compact 
Commission getting together on some reasonable solution to this 
division of the water? 

Mr. Epmunps. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Cuenowern. We have heard it expressed all day long here 
that there was a very optimistic attitude, very hopeful attitude, that 
this problem was going to be worked out. Do you share in that 
opinion? 

Mr. Epmunps. To a limited extent, sir. 

Mr. Cuenowetn. | gathered from your statement that you didn’t; 
that on the other hand you felt that the State of California wasn’t 
being treated fairly in this situation. 

Mr. Epmunps. Well, not under this project. 
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Mr. CuenowetuH. You are opposed to this project as such? 

Mr. Epmunps. Only that portion of it pertaining to the unreason- 
able diversion of the water. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. That is through this tunnel? 

Mr. Epmunps. That is richt. 

Mr. CuEenowetH. How long is the tunnel? 

Mr. Epmunps. Five and a half miles. 

Mr. CuenowetH. What will the tunnel cost? 

Mr. Epmunps. To the best of my recollection, around $7% million. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. The tunnel is an essential part of this project, 
as I understand it. 

Mr. Epmunps. As laid out, yes, sir. 

Mr. CHrnowetH. And you have an alternative which you think 
is a better solution? 

Mr. Epmunps. Correct. 

Mr. Curenoweta. That is all. 

Chairman AsprnaLu. Mr. McFarland? 

Mr. McFaruanp. Mr. Edmunds, the State engineer of California 
has been designated to present the official position of the State. 
Have you made your presentation and your proposal to the State 
engineer? 

Mr. Epmunps. Yes, some time back. 

Mr. McFaruanp. The State engineer undoubtedly went into that 
to determine the feasibility of that plan as compared to the Bureau’s 
proposal. 

Mr. Epmunps. I don’t think so. 

Mr. McFaruanp. The reason I ask, I have just been going over 
the State’s official comments, and I fail to find your proposal men- 
tioned or recommended. 

Mr. Epmunps. They quote us in there. 

Mr. McFaruanp. The recommendations do incivde provision for 
adequate flow in the stream to maintain fish life, but no objection is 
raised in the recommendations to the plan of the Bureau. 

Mr. Epmunps. No; I don’t believe our water resources board gave 
us the consideration that we were asking for. 

Mr. McFaruanp. That is all. 

Chairman AsprnaLt. Thank you very much, Mr. Edmunds. 

The committee is always desirous of hearing all sides of the question. 

The next witness is Mr. Frank Groves, State director, Nevada Fish 
and Game Commission. You may proceed. 

Mr. Frank W. Groves. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, 
my name is Frank W. Groves. I am the director of the Nevada Fish 
and Game Commission; I am also a member of the legislative com- 
mittee of the International Association of Game, Fish and Conserva- 
tion Commissioners; I am a representative for the Eleven Western 
States on the National Flywav Council, as well as past president of the 
Eleven Western States Association of Fish and Game Commissioners, 
and I would like to submit the following comments on H. R. 6028. 

Reviewing the Bureau of Reclamation’s feasibility report of the 
Washoe project, dated September, 1954, the Nevada Fish and Game 
Commission is of the opinion that any legislation which would auth- 
orize the project in question should provide for the protection and 
development of the fish and wildlife resources to be affected. 
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The Commission feels further that the national recreational sig- 
nificance of the area to be affected by the Washoe project is of con- 
siderable importance. The Truckee and Carson Rivers are two of the 
largest streams draining the east slope of the Sierra Nevada Mountains 
within the confines of both Nevada and California. Because of their 
size and volume, and because of their accessibility from large centers of 
population, they are of tremendous—vet increasing—recreational 
importance. The annual traffic report of the Nevada State Highway 
Department indicates that in 1953 approximately 21,000 nonresidents 
passed through the Nevada area of the Washoe project per day on 
highway U.S. Route 40 and U.S. Route 395. This figure does not 
include those persons resident to the area or entering the project area 
by transcontinental route U.S. 50, or who arrived by air, rail or bus. 
Nor does it include the visitors who came to the area by any means of 
transportation from other Nevada communities, or in vehicles carrying 
Nevada license plates. 

The Truckee River is nationally recognized as one of the important 
trout streams of the West. The once fabulous Lahontan cut-throat 
trout population of Pyramid Lake has been completely destroyed by 
dams, diversions, pollution, and other physical changes. Natural 
flows into Pyramid Lake have—for all practical purposes— been 
eliminated by another federally conceived project. The present 
fisheries of both Pyramid Lake and the Truckee River are sustained 
by introduced rainbow and brown trout. These species have likewise 
been affected by man’s development, and many instances of losses 
caused by improper manipulation of water are on record. 

The Derby Dam—which is a part of the Newlands project—diverts 
the flow of the Truckee River casuing inadequate flows in the reaches 
of the lower Truckee River to such an extent that normal reproduction 
of the game fish of Pyramid Lake is impossible and the restoration 
of a trout fishery made difficult. 

The sections of both the east and west forks of the Carson River 
and the Truckee River which would be most directly affected by the 
Washoe project are presently conducive to satisfactory fish popula- 
tions. Today these streams are contributing greatly to the economy 
of western Nevada and eastern California. The people attracted to 
this area and these streams provide the owners of gas stations, res- 
taurants, hotels, motels, resorts, grocery stores, and a host of others 
with a goodly portion of their income. 

The Nevada Fish and Game Commission, the California Depart- 
ment of Fish and Game and the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service have carried out an extensive investigation on the effects of 
the proposed project on the fish and game resources. The resultant 
recommendations are included in the feasibility report of the Bureau 
of Reclamation and in the reports of hearings that have to date been 
held on the Washoe project. 

Having lost at Pyramid Lake through a federally conceived project 
what was probably one of the greatest fresh-water fisheries the West 
has ever known, the Nevada Fish and Game Commission feels strongly 
that all water projects must be carefully planned and constructed 
in order that the fish, wildlife, and recreational resources of the 
streams and waters to be affected are completely protected. 

From 1951 to date the Nevada Fish and Game Commission has 
expended in excess of $259,000 developing the fisheries of the waters 








WASHOE RECLAMATION PROJECT, NEVADA 89 


which will be affected by the Washoe project. Since 1948 capital 
expenditures exceeding $1,117,000 have been spent developing wild- 
life management areas near Stillwater, Nev., and Fernley, Nev. Both 
are within the confines of the Truckee and Carson River drainages. 
It is reported in the Washoe project feasibility report that by the 
year 2000 the population of the project area will approximate 100,000. 
A careful study of H. R. 6028 indicates that this bill gives due con- 
sideration to the values of the wildlife of the project area, as well as 
to the problems that the Washoe project would present to the con- 
servation agencies responsible to the public for the safeguarding of 
these resources. 

The Nevada Fish and Game Commission endorses H. R. 6028 
inasmuch as it gives protection to the resources that the commission 
is directed by law to manage, and the principles of the Washoe 
project would only be endorsed in the event the recommendations 
of the Nevada Fish and Game Commission, the California Depart- 
ment of Fish and Game, and the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service, are incorporated in the final project. 

Chairman AspINnaLLt. What do you wish to have done with your 
accompanying statement, Mr. Groves? 

Mr. Groves. Just made a part of the record as explanatory of the 
Pyramid Lake situation. 

Chairman AspINna.u. If there is no objection, it will be so ordered. 
Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statement referred to by the chairman is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF NEVADA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION—RESTORATION OF THE 
PyrRamMip LAKE Trout FISHERY 


As the Federal Government, through the Bureau of Reclamation, proposes to 
further utilize and regulate the flows of the waters of western Nevada by the 
construction of the Washoe project, the Nevada Fish and Game Commission 
wishes to make the following recommendations for the preservation and develop- 
ment of the trout fishery at Pyramid Lake, a body of water which would be 
directly affected by the construction of the Washoe project and by this project’s 
operation as it is presently proposed. 

As a result of its extraordinary richness in minerals and plankton, it has been 
proven that Pyramid Lake has a far greater-than-average potential for trout 
production in future years if a means can be found to supply it with young trout 
on an annual basis. Natural reproduction by the trout of the lake is greatly 
hindered and sometimes entirely prevented by an insufficient flow in the Truckee 
River below Derby Dam. Progressive increases in the diversions from the river 
have also resulted in a severe lowering of the lake level which, when coupled with 
flow depletion, makes egress from the lake by spawning runs of trout extremely 
difficult and at times impossible. There remains only 40 miles of river available 
to spawning fish, all of which is presently poorly watered, but which provides a 
potential spawning grounds of considerable magnitude dependent upon channel 
conditions and flows at the river’s mouth. Historically, well over 100 miles of 
the Truckee River and numerous tributaries, all adequately watered, were 
accessible to the migrations of spawning fish from the lake. Trout are known to 
have inhabited the lake in seemingly unlimited numbers and contributed con- 
siderably to the livelihood of the Indians residing on the Pyramid Lake Indian 
Reservation, which was established by Executive order in 1874. Records and 
boundaries indicate that inasmuch as the Indians had utilized this fishery for 
untold centuries, it was the value of this fishery which largely encouraged the 
establishment of the Pyramid Lake Reservation. 

Since about 1905 diversion of the waters from the Truckee River to the Carson 
River Basin at Derby Dam has been fostered by the Federal Government through 
the Bureau of Reclamation. The construction of Derby Dam as a part of the 
Newlands project, one of the Nation’s first federally sponsored reclamation 
projects, contributed directly to the destruction of the Pyramid Lake fishery 
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and has had resultant effects upon the economy of the Indians residing upon the 
Pyramid Lake Indian Reservation, as well as upon the general economy of the 
surrounding area. The presently proposed Washoe project would increase these 
diversions to the detriment of the fishery resources of the lake. Pyramid Lake 
and a large percentage of the remaining spawning area in the lower river are 
within the Federal Indian reservation boundaries. The scenic and recreational 
attractions of the lake are of themselves of national interest because of its large 
size, its location and its colorful, but mystifying history. Pyramid Lake is a 
117,000-acre remnant of ancient Lake Lahontan. It is located just 30 miles 
from Reno, Nev., and within 20 miles of a major east-west highway, U.S. No. 40. 
Nevada Highways Nos. 33 and 34, both surfaced, reach and follow its shorelines. 

From 1860 until the late 1930’s Pyramid Lake became world famous for its 
large cutthroat trout. During the early years of this period, the lake supported a 
considerable commercial fishery. During later years it was renowned as 
a sports fishery. The lake’s attractions are of increased significance from a 
national standpoint because of its proximity to the nationally important Reno- 
Lake Tahoe recreational areas. All of these factors point to the Federal responsi- 
bility for assistance in the restoration of the Pyramid Lake trout fishery. 
Attempts are now being made by the Nevada Fish and Game Commission, in 
cooperation with the United States Bureau of Indian Affairs, the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service and the Pyramid Lake Indians, to rehabilitate the lake 
through the planting of trout and by stream improvement in the lower reaches 
of the Truckee River. All possible sources of young trout, including Nevada’s 
hatcheries and those of the Federal Government, have been called upon to 
provide all of the young trout that can be spared from established commitments. 
Approximately 650,000 small trout from these sources were planted in Pyramid 
Lake since a major stocking program was initiated in March of 1954. 

Studies are presently being made of means and measures required to improve 
the channel of the lower Truckee River for the migration of the trout from the 
lake. Though preliminary, these studies would indicate that to improve the 
channel would involve expenses beyond the point which could be met by the State 
of Nevada through its fish and game commission. The trout planting program 
has already had noticeable effect. Since February of 1954 trout fishing in Pyramid 
Lake has revived to a spectacular degree, considering that it was nonexistent for 
many years prior to that time. It is estimated that somewhat over 10,000 angler- 
days have been expended on the lake in a period of a little less than the 1 year 
that trout fishing has been revived. Trout catches have averaged about two fish 
per angler-day, and interest has been centered on the beautiful, deep-bodied, large 
trout that are taken fairly frequently. Rainbow exceeding 13 pounds have been 
recorded. Some of the larger trout presently being caught are believed to have 
entered the lake as small fish during the flood of 1950, but most of the recent 
catches are known to have originated with the recent stocking program. The 
return to anglers of fin-clipped and marked fish has been extraordinarily high, 
indicating an excellent survival of those fish which have to date been planted. 
The growth of these fish has been approximately 1% inches per month, a phenom- 
enal rate. It can be anticipated that the fishing and fishermen use on Pyramid 
Lake will continue, and in all probability improve somewhat even with the 
presently proposed Washoe project plan of operation. Such use and improvement 
would result from the recently established stocking and management program. 
It is not, however, considered possible for the lake fishery to be restored to its full 
potential under either existing or project conditions with the presently available 
facilities. Greatly improved streamflow conditions at the river’s mouth and 
increased trout hatchery facilities are required to effect restoration. 

Efforts to obtain flows in the Truckee River below Derby Dam sufficient to 
provide optimum natural reproduction have met with strong objections from the 
other water users. Consideration has been given to the construction of a storage 
reservoir on the river at a point near Wadsworth, Nev. The dam, as proposed, 
would effect regulation of the streamflow below Derby Dam for the benefit of the 
fishery resource. Such a reservoir has been found to involve high costs and in 
itself would be inadequate to provide the desired results. A dam in this section 
of the river would flood out some of the stream’s better remaining spawning area 
as well as form another barrier to migrating fish. The cost of such a reservoir 
would be approximately $1,300,000. Flow conditions for trout spawning would 
thus be improved to an estimated 50 percent of optimum conditions as compared 
to 30 percent without this feature. Both estimates being relative to proposed 
streamflows with the Washoe project plan of operation and with provisions being 
made to elirrinate the sand barriers which presently exist at the river’s mouth, 
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Under conditions without the Washoe project, but with improved facilities to 
provide a way for the spawning fish from Pyramid Lake, the flow conditions are 
estimated at 40 percent of optimum. Flow conditions under full operation of 
the Washoe project plan, including full irrigation of the Indian lands along the 
lower river, would be somewhat improved in years of subnormal runoff as com- 
pared to without project conditions, but such improvement is not considered 
sufficient to counteract the depletion of streamflow which would occur in normal 
years. 

In addition, the Washoe project would increase the rate of subsidence of 
Pyramid Lake by reducing its total inflow in the amount of approximately 25,000 
acre-feet annually. Evaluating the direct affects of the Washoe project—as 
planned—on Pyramid Lake, it is considered proper to request the Federal Govern- 
ment to provide channel improvements in the Truckee River below Nixon as 
required to insure that spawning migrations of trout can ascend the river from 
Pyramid Lake to the end that through their spawning efforts natural reproduction 
would play an increased roll in the program of restoration. It is questionable that 
the trout spawning area in the lower Truckee River could entirely support the full 
potential of Pyramid Lake even under optimum conditions of streamflow and 
improved facilities at the river’s mouth. The adverse conditions to be expected 
with the Washoe project, i. e., reduced flows, and considering other detrimental 
factors, such as existing barriers to migration of adults, loss of young into un- 
screened irrigation diversions, the possible loss of both adults and young from 

redations at low streamflows, it is estimated that natural spawning in the lower 

ruckee River, if provisions are made to allow free migrations of spawning fish, 
can support approximately 30 percent of the trout fishery potential of the lake. 
The full potential trout fishery value of Pyramid Lake can only be estimated, but 
much evidence exists that it is extremely high and will continue to be high for 
many years. 

Historically, the lake’s trout production was measured in hundreds of tons. 
Recent tagging experiments indicate the productive capacity of the lake is undi- 
minished since the growth of planted trout averaging 6 inches resulted in 14- to 
16-inch fish in approximately 7 months. It can be assumed that Pyramid Lake 
will have a productive area in excess of 100,000 acres on the average over the 
50-year project period. The average body of water of this size can be expected 
to have an annual fishery value of about $280,000 based on the production of 
over 50 lakes and reservoirs throughout the United States. However, Pyramid 
Lake is not to be considered to be average in any way. It is basically very rich; 
it is located near areas presently having recreational attractions of national 
interest and it is, as previously pointed out, historically of national interest in 
itself. Because of these reasons it is estimated that the potential annual fishery 
value of Pyramid Lake would average $500,000 if production were supported by 
sufficient stocking of young fish either naturally or artificially or by a combination 
of both. The foregoing estimated value is equivalent to about 50,000 angler-days 
annually on the basis of an assumed average fisherman expenditure of $10 per 
day. The $10 figure used above is known to be conservative for trout fishermen 
in this area. 

Under conditions with the Washoe project, but without any special provisions 
for fish except the channel improvements recommended above, about 30 percent 
of optimum, or 15,000 angler-days could be expected to be supported by natural 
reproduction in the lower Truckee River. Artificial stocking of the lake is now 
being practiced and it can be assumed that this will continue at a rate of approxi- 
mately 10,000 pounds of 6- to 7-inch fish per year. Based on present information, 
such stocking would return about 30,000 fish to the anglers, which, assuming an 
average catch of 3 fish per angler-day, would provide an additional 10,000 angler- 
days on the lake. 

From the above assumed conditions, i. e., with the Washoe project and limited 
artificial stocking as well as accessibility to the river’s spawning areas by the fish 
of Pyramid Lake, it is estimated that the Lake’s fishery will produce 25,000 
angler-days of trout fishing annually which would have a gross value of $250,000 
per year. 

As discussed above, restoration of the Pyramid Lake trout fishery to its full 
potential value is deemed to be of national interest and importance. It is deemed 
justified as a mitigation for previous Federal participation in the development of 
the waters affecting the fishery of the lake and the economy of the surrounding 
area. The Nevada Fish and Game Commission is of the opinion that the Washoe 
project, as proposed, is in fact further development as originally initiated by the 
Newlands project and the construction of Derby Dam. 
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Restoration of the trout fishery at Pyramid Lake will require greatly increased 
artificial stocking. Such stocking can be most economically accomplished by the 
construction of a hatchery at a site as near as feasible to Pyramid Lake. The 
capacity of such a hatchery should be great enough to supply all of the needs of 
Pyramid Lake and possibly some of the other waters of national interest, the 
productivity of which was detrimentally affected by the Newlands project. 
Capacity to support approximately 35,000 angler-days of use is thus required 
for Pyramid Lake. This usage, when coupled with that which is dependent upon 
natural reproduction, will make possible optimum utilization and productivity 
from Pyramid Lake. Such use will require an estimated hatchery production of 
at least 50,000 pounds of rainbow trout annually and hatchery capacity to 75,000 
pounds annually is recommended. A site with adequate water supply and other 
advantages will result from the construction of Watasheamu Dam on the East 
Fork of the Carson River near Gardnerville, Nev. This site is about 80 miles 
from Pyramid Lake, but its other advantages, such as water supply noninter- 
ference with other interests, highway accessibility and economy of construction 
appear to outweigh the distance factor. This proposed site should be tentatively 
designated subject to a more complete survey. 

Based on recent California experience such a hatchery would have an estimated 
capital cost of $550,000, annual operation and distribution costs of $50,000, and 
annual maintenance costs of $5,000. On an annual basis the capital cost would be 
$19,400 at 244 percent interest over the 50-year project period. Total costs would 
be $74,440 to effect the restoration of the trout fishery at Pryamid Lake and to 
provide an increase of at least $250,000 in its annual fishery value. Deducting 
the amount now being expended toward the restoration of the lake, the net 
annual increase in cost would be approximately $59,400. The gross value of 
the Pyramid Lake fishery with this restoration program is estimated at $500,000 
annually as previously discussed. Deducting the total annual costs, the net value 
would be $425,000 annually with the program and the net benefit brought about by 
the program would be $190,600 annually. The benefit-cost ratio would thus be 
3.2 to 1, assuming the conservative fishermen expenditures previously listed are 
a measure of benefits. As pointed out in the foregoing analysis, restoration of the 
Pyramid Lake trout fishery is highly feasible and practical as well as desirable 
from the view of the fisherman and residents of the Pyramid Lake Indian 
Reservation. 

With restoration Pyramid Lake will become a mecca to sportsmen from through- 
out the United States. The interests of fishermen will attract other recreationalists 
all of whom will contribute to the economy of the region. 

As aforementioned, as the fishery and lake are situated on a Federal Indian 
reservation, it can be expected that the Indians residing on this reservation will 
once again receive appreciable returns from Pyramid Lake, once so famous for 
the fishery it supported. 

Mr. Groves. With your permission, since my assistant has been 
working on this project for over a year, I would appreciate it if 
questions could be directed to Mr. Griswold. 

Chairman AsprInaLu. Let the record show that Mr. Griswold is 
at the witness table with Mr. Groves. 

I looked at these pictures which you handed to me, and unless there 
is an objection it will be made a part of the file. 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

Might the chairman suggest that some of the reasons, perhaps, for 
the depletion of the cutthroat trout in Pyramid Lake are rather 
extensive catches. Would that be possible? 

Mr. Moruey W. Griswowp. Mr. Chairman, I believe you are re- 
ferring to the number of fish in the picture. Grantedly, it seems 
large. However, history will bear out that though there are com- 
mercial fishermen at Pyramid Lake, the fishing in itself had a very 
small part to do with the destruction of the fisheries. The destruction 
of the fisheries came with the diversion of the water of the Truckee 
River at Pyramid Lake from Derby Dam. 

Chairman AspInaLu. The chairman would like to know whether or 
not you would like to have cutthroat trout of that size, or firm up the 
fish life with the other trout that you are now raising or propagating? 





WASHOE RECLAMATION PROJECT, NEVADA 93 


Mr. Griswotp. If we could have the cutthroat trout in the lake at 
the expense that we originally had of maintaining the fisheries, where 
it was a matter of natural reproduction and something that the public 
of the State had to reap as a profit at a very little cost, we would prefer 
the cutthroat. In supplement, we would have to take the rainbow 
because it is a matter of introducing fish, and it appears at this time 
that we could handle and plant rainbow at a smaller cost than we can 
cutthroats. 

Chairman AspINnALu. Pyramid Lake is owned and managed by an 
Indian tribe; is that not right? 

Mr. Griswoutp. Pyramid Lake rests on the Paiute Reservation; 
yes. 

Chairman Asprinautu. And the Indians charge a license fee or permit 
fee for fishing? 

Mr. Griswotp. They do, sir. 

Chairman Asprnatu. Does the State of Nevada also require a fee 
for fishing within that lake? 

Mr. Griswo.p. We require a fishing license. 

Chairman Asprnautu. That is all. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. WestLAnp. I have no questions except to say that I am sym- 
pathetic to your problem, and I hope if this project is authorized it 
will take care of the fishing and the wildlife portion of it. 

Chairman AspINautu. The lady from Idaho? 

Mrs. Prost. No questions. 

Chairman AspInaLL. The gentleman from Nevada? 

Mr. Youna. No questions. 

Chairman AspINnaLL. The gentleman from Colorado? 

Mr. CuEenowetu. No questions. 

Chairman Aspinatu. Mr. McFarland? 

Mr. McFaruanp. No questions. 

Chairman AspINALL. The next witness is Mr. R. O. Thomas, coun- 
sel for the California Department of Public Works. You may pro- 
ceed. 

Mr. R. O. Tuomas. My name is Robert O. Thomas. I am a 
senior hydraulic engineer, division of water resources, State of Cali- 
fornia. I have been requested by Mr. Banks, acting State engineer 
California, to represent him at this hearing to present certain rec- 
ommendations in regard to the Washoe project as described in the 
feasibility report of September 1954, approved and adopted on Octo- 
ber 18, 1954, by Douglas McKay, Secretary of the Interior. It is the 
position of the State engineer that the views and recommendations of 
the State of California on proposed report of the Secretary of the 
Interior on Washoe project, Nevada and California, still expresses the 
views of the State of California in the matter. It is, therefore, rec- 
ommended that— 

1. New regulatory storage and water supply for the Washoe 
project be based upon the runoffs of the streams in the Truckee 
and Carson River Basins as impaired by present and future use 
in the areas of origin in California. 

2. The amount of water which will be available to the Washoe 
project be completely determined and defined at an early date 
through a Nevada-California interstate compact negotiated by 
commissions appointed by the respective States; that any plan 
70415—56——7 
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adopted for the project be subject to such modifications as may 
be required to conform to any compact which may be approved 
by the legislatures of the respective States of Nevada and Cali- 
fornia and by the Congress of the United States. 

3. The Stampede Reservoir be so constructed that it can be 
enlarged at a later date to a capacity adequate to care for future 
water requirements of lands in California, and sufficient land be 
acquired adjacent to the reservoir to permit adequate develop- 
ment of recreation facilities. 

4. A dependable water supply be provided to lands in the 
Carson Valley in California, as well as to those in the same 
valley in Nevada. 

5. The project include plans for the operation of the storage 
capacity of Lake Tahoe in such a manner as to solve the prob- 
lems of the lakeshore property owners, including the State of 
California, with regard to lake levels which would cause property 
damage. 

6. Adequate flows be provided in the streams affected by the 
operation of the Washoe project to maintain fish life, and fish 
ladders be constructed in the dams of the project, where feasible, 
for the same purpose. 

7. Consideration be given to so constructing and protecting 
the canals of the project that they will not be a hazard to the 
migration of deer. 

8. The Federal reclamation laws and the directives of the 
Bureau of the Budget be complied with in determining the 
economic and financial feasibility of the project. 

The enactment of the legislation by the States of Nevada and 
California and by the Federal Congress setting up the Nevada- 
California Interstate Compact Commission to deal with the water 
problems involved on the Truckee and Carson Rivers, both as related 
to this project and to other problems, is noted with approval by the 
State engineer. 

The State of California has no objection to the Congress proceeding 
with consideration of authorizing legislation for the Washoe project 
pending negotiation of an interstate compact between California 
and Nevada. It is not believed that the provisions of such compact 
will have a detrimental effect on operation of the proposed project. 

It is the State engineer’s view that any congressional legislation 
authorizing the Washoe project should give recognition to the 
creation of the two commissions, and that the water rights to be 
acquired for the project be made subject to final action of those 
commissions as approved by the States of Nevada and California and 
by the Congress of the United States. It is not felt that leaving the 
question of water rights for negotiation by the two commissions 
should be cause for delay of authorization of the project by the Con- 
gress if economic and financial feasibility of the project is satisfactory. 

Chairman AspinaALL. Thank you very much, Mr. Thomas, for a 
very clear and succinct statement. 

Mr. Westland, do you have any questions? 

Mr. WESTLAND. I just have one statement. You state right at the 
last there, “should be cause for delay of authorization of the project 
by the Congress.” 

I wonder if you really mean ‘authorization,’ or if you mean ‘“con- 
struction?” In other words, would you go ahead with construction 
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of the project—this is probably impossible—before the compact was 
signed? 

Mr. THomas. Yes. 

Mr. WestTLAND. That is all. 

Chairman AsprnaLu. The Congresswoman from Idaho? 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Thomas, I should like to ask with regard to your 
recommendation No. 4 which states: 

A dependable water supply be provided to lands in the Carson Valley in Cali- 
fornia, as well as to those in the same valley in Nevada— 
what amount would it require to provide this additional supply for 
California? 

Mr. Tuomas. I believe that the amount is somewhere in the neigh- 
borhood of seven or eight thousand acre-feet. However, possibly the 
statement is not self-explanatory. There are lands in California 
which are included within the project area as lands for supplemental 
water supply. Those lands would, presumably, make payments. 

I would like to have it understood that I am not a lawyer, and this 
goes into legal affairs, so I am stating it from a layman’s point of view. 

At the present time there has been controversy on the west Carson 
River between interests in California and interests in Nevada. It 
has been settled for the most part at the present time by alternate use 
of water week by week. One week the California users can take it 
and 1 week the Nevada users can take it. 

The proposal for the project itself has a canal coming from Wata- 
sheamu Reservoir over to the west Carson just practically at the State 
line, from whence the water will flow down the west Carson and pro- 
vide ability to those people in Nevada to take their full supply when 
and as they need it. Presumably—although it is not stated—that 
would permit the people in California above the State line, but still in 
Carson Valley, to use all of the water flowing down the river above that 
point where the canal comes in. The only trouble is that they would 
have to take that water as it went by, whereas now they can use it 
1 week at atime. In the future they could use it every week, but they 
would still have to take it as it went by. 

The interest in the farms and areas in Nevada are provided water 
which will be available to them at a time they need it. 

As to the people in California, the water would practically have all 

one down the river by the middle of July or so, and in August or 
September when they need the water there wouldn’t be any in the 
river for them anyway. Yet, they would be part of the project and 
expected to help pay for it, so we feel some provision has to be made 
to supply the water at a higher elevation to those lands in California 
so they, too, can receive the same benefit for which they pay as those 
in Nevada. i 

Mrs. Prost. That certainly sounds like a reasonable request. 

You also mention under paragraph No. 3 that— 
the Stampede Reservoir be so constructed that it can be enlarged at a later date 
to a capacity adequate to care for future water requirements of lands in California 

Is there a sufficient water supply that the Stampede Reservoir could 
be enlarged without endangering the water level of Lake Tahoe or any 
other area? 

Mr. Tuomas. The State of California has a master plan which is 
at present in progress of development. The State engineer has not 








96 WASHOE RECLAMATION PROJECT, NEVADA 


vet reviewed and approved it. However, I can say that it provides 
for a reservoir at the Stampede location, but of a capacity considerably 
larger than the Bureau of Reclamation’s reservoir, and that the water 
supplied to fill that reservoir would be secured by a diversion from 
Donner Creek and Prosser Creek, and pick up various other little 
creeks as it went by, and that diversion would then be turned into 
Stampede Reservoir and the extra water thus made available, some 
30,000 acre-feet per year; would produce more power, of course, and 
it would also permit of the use of all the Stampede Reservoir water 
which is now proposed in Nevada to be continued, and the water which 
was diverted from California—from Donner and Prosser Creeks on 
over into Stampede Reservoir—would again be available for the use 
of areas in California below Stampede Reservoir without affecting the 
operation of the Stampede project insofar as Nevada is concerned at 
all. 

Mrs. Prost. That is all, Mr. Chairman, thank you. 

Chairman AsprinaLL. Mr. Young? 

Mr. Youne. No questions. 

Chairman AspinaLL. The gentleman from Colorado? 

Mr. Cuenoweru. No questions. 

Chairman Aspinatu. Mr. McFarland? 

Mr. McFaruanp. Mr. Thomas has cleared up in my mind a 
question that has existed since I received California’s official comments 
on the project report; that is, that California does approve the going 
ahead of this project in the absence of a completed compact. 

Mr. Tuomas. Very definitely. It is a desirable project and we 
need it. 

Chairman AspinaLu. Thank you very much. 

The next witness will be Mr. Robert Montgomery, counsel for the 
California Fish and Game Commission. You may proceed. 

Mr. Ropert D. Montcomery. Mr. Chairman, lady and gentlemen 
of the committee, my name is Robert D. Montgomery, regional 
manager for region II of the California Department of Fish and 
Game, with offices in Sacramento. 

The State of California Department of Fish and Game appreciates 
this opportunity to appear before you and to present its views and 
recommendations on the Bureau of Reclamation’s proposed Washoe 
project, and House of Representatives bill 6028, the authorization bill 
for this project which has been introduced by Congressman Young. 

We have maintained constant and intense interest in the Washoe 
project through the several years of its planning because of the changes 
it will make in the Truckee and Carson River drainage basins. These 
basins support fish, wildlife and recreational resources of vital impor- 
tance, not only to the people of the States of California and Nevada, 
but to the people of our Nation as well. 

In the interests of conserving time we will omit details relating to the 
history and importance of these resources but it should be stated that 
the past and present developments and uses of the water resources of 
the Truckee River certainly cannot be pointed to with pride by those 
who subscribe to the doctrine of multiple use of such resources for the 
general good of the public. The past exploitation of these rivers 
for singular purposes has caused irreparable damage to the fish, wild- 
life, and recreational values of the area. Information relating to 
present and past conditions in these basins has been supplied to your 


ee 
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committee through reports and correspondence, and it is our hope 
that you will again review this material during your consideration of 
authorizing legislation for the Washoe project. 

The California and Nevada Fish and Game Commissions, and 
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, have studied the proposed 
development of the Truckee and Carson Rivers very carefully. 
We have reviewed the various plans and proposals which have been set 
forth by the Bureau of Reclamation, the Corps of Engineers, and 
private agencies. It now appears that plans for the development of 
these river basins have at least partially crystallized in the proposals 
outlined in the Bureau of Reclamation’s September 1954 feasibility 
report, and with the introduction of Senate bill 497 and House of 
Representatives bill 6028 

The plan proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation in their 1954 
feasibility report has been reviewed by the State of California, and 
comments were submitted to the Secretary of the Interior in a report 
dated February 3, 1955. The comments and recommendations of 
the department of fish and game were included in this report. We 
particularly wish to call the committee’s attention to the State’s rec- 
ommendation that adequate flows be provided in the streams affected 
by the operation of the Washoe project to maintain fish life. Any 
permits for diversion or storage issued by the State will be conditioned 
upon the maintenance of satisfactory flows. 

During the development of the present plan we have worked closely 
with the Bureau of Reclamation in an attempt to include protective, 
corrective, and improvement features for the fish and wildlife re- 
sources in the project area. The report of the Commissioner of 
Reclamation specifically includes the preservation and propagation of 
fish and wildlife resources as one of the project purposes. ‘The report 
and recommendations of the Fish and Wildlife Service are included in 
the September 1954 feasibility report. The recommendations for 
flows below project structures, a fish ladder below Calvada Dam, and 
provisions for protection of deer were acceptable to the Bureau. We 
have also recommended that fish, wildlife, and recreational users of 
water in the Truckee and Carson River drainages shall be represented 
on any type of operating agency, such as a water conservancy district 
board, which may be organized to operate the Washoe project. It is 
particularly important that we insure the consideration of recreational 
uses of water in the operation of the project. The remaining recom- 
mendations which would tend to correct some past errors and bring 
about additional benefits could not be accepted by the Bureau as a 
part of the project because they would require separate financing on a 
nonreimbursable basis. To provide this additional protection several 
amendments have been suggested to the authorizing legislation. 

These suggested amendments which have been included in the 
wording of H. R. 6028 provide specifically that one of the project 
purposes shall be the development of the fish and wildlife resources. 
They also provide for facilities for the development of the fish and 
wildlife resources of the project area, including facilities to permit in- 
creased minimum water releases from Lake Tahoe and restoration of 
the Pyramid Lake Fishery, and they increase the total amount to be 
authorized for the construction of the Washoe project from $41,700,000 
to $43,500,000 to finance these facilities and features for fish and 
wildlife benefits. 
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Senate bill 497 does not contain these suggested amendments, and 
this constitutes the principal difference between the present wording 
of S. 497 and H. R. 6028. Mr. Seth Gordon, director of the California 
Department of Fish and Game, recommended the inclusion of these 
amendments to Senate bill 497 in his statement presented before the 
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Subcommittee in Reno on Octo- 
ber 14, 1955. These requested amendments have been generally 
approved by all groups, and they are strongly supported by the State 
and national sportsmen’s organizations. They will permit adoption 
of the specific recommendations we have made for the project. To the 
best of my knowledge these requested amendments have been generally 
approved by all groups represented here today. They are strongly 
supported by the State and national sportsmen’s organizations as well. 

At this point I would like to have introduced the recommendations 
of the State of California which are attached to my talk here, as part 
of the official record. 

Chairman AspiNautu. Unless there is an objection, the statements 
and recommendations referred to by the witness will be made a part 
of the record immediately following the conclusion of the statements 
of the witness. Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Without these provisions the project, as 
presently proposed, can do additional great harm to the fish and 
wildlife resources of California and Nevada, and will probably preclude 
satisfactory future development of the recreational potential of this 
area. 

We cannot believe that it is the intent or desire of Congress to 
sponsor the development of our important river basins on a piecemeal, 
singular-purpose basis at the expense of, and without consideration 
for other resources, purposes and uses. We do believe that the accept- 
ance of our recommendations will bring about closer realization of true 
multiple-use development which we further believe falls within the 
intent of Congress in their enactment and continued support of Publie 
Law 732, the act of August 14, 1946. 

In conclusion we wish to state that our active interest in this matter 

is based on the firm conviction that the multiple uses of water for 
domestic and municipal consumption, for agriculture, industry, 
power, recreation, and fish and wildlife preservation can be so coordi- 
nated as to achieve maximum benefits for the largest number of 
reople. 
At this point I would like to point out the close cooperation that 
has developed in the study of this project between the many agencies 
and organizations that are interested in the project. I feel we have 
reached, through cooperation, a very fine point of agreement, and 
the whole problem can be worked out very satisfactorily. 

I would like to thank you for the opportunity of appearing before 
your committee, and if the California Department of Fish and Game 
can be of any assistance to the committee as it studies the Washoe 
project, do not hesitate to call upon us. 

(The report and recommendations of the State of California, De- 
partment of Fish and Game, referred to by the chairman on p. 201, 
line 14, is shown below:) 


The following specific recommendations have been made in cooperation with 
the Nevada Fish and Game Commission and the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service. We believe that these recommendations are necessary to provide pro- 
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tection for fish and wildlife and also provide as much compensation as possible 
for losses which have been caused by the construction and operation of other 
developments on the Truckee River. These recommendations are as follows: 

1. Fish, wildlife, and recreational users of water in the Truckee and Carson 
River drainages shall be represented on any type of operating agency, such as a 
water conservancy district board, which may be organized to operate the Washoe 
project. 

2. Releases shall be made from available storage in Lake Tahoe whenever con- 
sistent with good water conservation practices, to provide a minimum continuous 
streamflow of 70 cubic feet per second in the Truckee River for the preservation 
of fish life. To compensate for Lake Tahoe storage used during periods when 
releases of this magnitude could normally not be maintained, exchange water will 
be supplied from additional storage developed in the Truckee River drainage. 

3. A minimum continuous streamflow of 35 cubic feet per second shall be main- 
tained into Pyramid Lake from releases made at Derby Dam. 

4. The constructing agency shall make provision to improve the flow and alle- 
viate silting conditions by making channel improvements in the lower Truckee 
River at its terminus to facilitate upstream migrations of fish from Pyramid Lake. 

5. A minimum continous streamflow of 12 cubic feet per second shall be main- 
tained into Boca Reservoir with a minimum release of 6 cubie feet per second 
from the proposed Stampede Dam. 

6. Instantaneous minimum releases shall be made from other project-controlled 
structures as follows: 

(a) Calvada Regulatory Dam—100 cubic feet per second. 
(b) Watasheamu Dam—35 cubic feet per second. 
(c) Dressler diversion dam—80 cubic feet per second. 

7. A definite plan for scheduling releases shall be developed which is based on 
a method of predicting annual water supplies and which is consistent with the 
best water conservation practice. 

8. All releases of water to the natural stream beds shall be made from the lowest 
possible elevation in the reservoirs, except for those releases required to flow 
through fish ladders. 

9. Except for emergencies, changes in the rate of flow releases from all dams 
and diversions will be made gradually and over a period of time consistent with 
the volume of flow involved. Acceptable rate-change regulations for the operation 
of all dams, diversions, and powerplants should be established. 

10. An adequate fish ladder shall be constructed to provide for upstream passage 
of trout at the Calvada regulatory dam. Construction of said fish ladder to be 
based on plans acceptable to the fish and game commissions of the States of Nevada 
and California and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. Schedules and 
methods for release of adequate flows to supply said fish ladder should be deter- 
mined prior to construction. 

11. Closed conduits or fences with earth-covered bridges shall be constructed on 
those sections of the Carson Canal which are determined by the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service and the fish and game commissions of California and 
Nevada to be hazardous to deer attempting to cross said canal, to provide satis- 
factory avenues of travel for the interstate migration of deer. 

12. All Federal land or all land owned or controlled by the project operator, 
as well as all project waters in the project area, shall be open to free use and access 
by the public for hunting and fishing, except for such portions as may be reserved 
by the operating agency for purposes of safety, efficient operation, or protection of 
public property. 

13. Leases of Federal land or land owned or controlled by the operating agency 
within the project area shall stipulate the right of public access for the purpose of 
hunting, fishing, and other noncommercialized recreational use whenever possible. 

14. Minimum pools required to maintain fish life in the proposed reservoirs 
shall be established after consultation with the various conservation agencies. 

15. Operation of the project will not reduce the streamflow of the Truckee 
River at the Floriston gage below 200 cubie feet per second. 


Chairman Asprnaty. Thank you very much, Mr. Montgomery, for 
a very excellent statement of your position. 

Does the gentleman from Washington have any questions? 

Mr. WestLanp. No. 

Chairman AspInatui. The gentleman from Colorado? 

Mr. Cuenowetu. No. 
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Chairman AsprinaLL. The Congressman from Nevada? 

Mr. Youna. No questions. 

Chairman AspiInaLu. The lady from Idaho? 

Mrs. Prost. No questions. 

Chairman Asprnauu. Thank you very much. The next witness is 
Mr. Hubert Bruns, counsel for the California-Nevada Interstate Com- 
pact Commission. 

Mr. Huppert Bruns. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, 
my name is Hubert Bruns, and I am chairman of the Alpine County 
Board of Supervisors, a member of the California-Nevada Interstate 
Compact Commission, and I own and operate land irrigated with 
waters from the West Carson River. My statement has been requested 
by the board of supervisors and prepared under the direction of our 
district attorney, Robert Merrill. It is in considerable detail and I 
wish to ask your permission to summarize it at this time. 

Chairman Aspinaut. Unless there is an objection, the prepared 
statement of Mr. Bruns will be accepted and made a part of the record 
in this hearing immediately following the conclusion of his oral re- 
marks. Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. You may proceed. 

Mr. Bruns. Alpine County has a comparatively small area of irri- 
gated land, actually between 5,000 and 8,000 acres, with perhaps 
5,000 acres that could be developed according to a recent report of 
the State engineer. 

By far the major portion of the land now being irrigated was in 
production prior to 1870 and some as early as 1856. This was, of 
course, many years prior to the reclamation project in the Fallon area. 
It appears that prior to 1902 when the Lahontan project was started 
and the Government filed on a large amount of surplus water in the 
Carson River watershed, there had not been a noticeable shortage of 
water and the water users of Alpine failed to protest in any degree, 
if at all. Subsequent to 1902 the water users of the west fork of the 
Carson River in Nevada filed suit against the Alpine users and even- 
tually won a settlement, which now gives them the use of the water 
every other week starting on the first Monday in June until November 
of each year. This is known as the Anderson v. Bassman decree. 
During the past several years this area has experienced many times a 
very short water supply, naturally causing a severe shortage of water 
on the lands of the county. Many times—as was the case this year— 
our land started to dry in July, and by mid-August we were irrigating 
approximately one-quarter or less of our land and the water continued 
to diminish. 

During these same years thousands of acres of new land were put 
under irrigation in Nevada, especially in the Fallon area, much of it 
with water from the Carson River, rising in Alpine County. Due 
to claims of the Federal Government and the Fallon water users we 
have not been able to construct private storage sufficient in any way 
to relieve our need of supplemental water. 

Therefore we ask that Alpine County be allowed necessary and 
reasonable supplemental water for all of our old lands prior to fur- 
nishing water to new lands elsewhere. This may be accomplished 
by new private storage or by exchange of present storage in Alpine 
owned by Nevada users with project water, or both, or by any other 
means. 

The project as now drawn offers the possibility of delivering water 
from the Watasheamu Dam by means of a proposed canal to a point 
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on the West Carson near the northern boundary of Alpine County. 
It is possible by this means that all of the present water now in the 
West Carson could be used in Alpine during periods of low water. 
However, this flow often drops to less than 20 cubic feet per second, 
which is much too low to satisfy the reasonable and necessary needs 
for firm operation of our land. 

It is further possible that at some future date greater upstream 

storage projects may be developed by the Federal Government 

or otherwise in Hope Valley or elsewhere, and Alpine County wishes 
to reserve the right to the use of this water or a reasonable portion 
thereof for the development of new lands at that time. 

Alpine opposes the acreage limitation for both supplemental 
irrigation and new lands on the grounds that such limitations are not, 
in general, economically feasible in this area. 

It is the desire of Alpine County that the best possible use of all of 
the water in this region be made, and we join with the people of 
Nevada in urging that the Washoe project be authorized at the 
earliest possible date, with perhaps such modifications as have been 
suggested today; always, of course, with the hope and intent that 
Alpine County receive our proportionate benefits. I thank you for 
this time, gentlemen. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Bruns referred to by the chairman, 
is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF BoARD OF SuPERVISORS OF ALPINE County, CALIF., IN Con- 
NECTION WitH H. R. 6028 anv Simitar Bitts REGARDING DEVELOPMENT 
OF THE WASHOE RECLAMATION PROJECT IN NEVADA AND CALIFORNIA 


I. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 


Alpine County is a mountainous county lying south of Lake Tahoe and east 
of the western crest of the Sierra Nevada Mountains. It covers the headwaters 
of five major streams—the Truckee and Carson Rivers draining into the Lahontan 
Basin, and the American, Mokelumne, and Stanislaus draining into the Pacific 
Ocean. Development of the county practically ceased with the collapse of the 
mining industry in about 1880. Development of additional agricultural land 
was entirely stopped in 1902 by withdrawal from entry of its remaining lands 
in the Carson River watershed by the Department of the Interior. There is 
little land below elevation 7,000 in any of the other 4 watersheds, and its use is 
limited for practical purposes to rangeland. 

The productive watershed of the Carson River lies within Alpine County, 
Calif., while the great bulk of irrigable land lies in several counties in the State 
of Nevada. The average annual discharge of the Carson River in California 
amounts to about 307,000 acre-feet. The Government claims in its opening 
brief in the suit entitled U. S. A. v. Alpine Land & Reservoir Co., et al., No. 
D183, now pending before the United States District Court for the District of 
Nevada, that withdrawal from homestead entry gave all of the Federal Gov- 
ernment’s water rights on the Carson River which such lands might have to 
the newly formed reclamation project at Fallon, Nev. The Newlands project 
at Fallon was developed and operated by the Reclamation Bureau and certain 
adjacent lands were opened for entry following design and construction of the 
Government-owned Lahontan Dam and distribution system. 

Climatic conditions in Alpine County are such that the great bulk of the snow 
pack melts before the peak of irrigation demand occurs. This condition brought 
about the controlling court cases on the Carson River: viz., Union Mill & Mine 
Co. v. Dangberg et al (81 Fed. Rep. 73), and Union Mill & Mining Co. eases Nos. 
14370 and 14371 in Federal Court for District of Nevada. Anderson v. Bassman 
et al 140 Fed. 14), set up a practical solution to give equitable distribution of 
the irrigation season flow of the West Carson River between existing irrigated 
lands in Alpine County, Calif., and Douglas County, Nev. The decision also 
pointed out that additional late season water might be obtained from upstream 
storage works by those persons who install them. The study and report of the 
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California State Division of Water Resources which was the basis of the so-called 
price decree in Alpine County, Calif., Superior Court on November 29, 1921, was 
the basis for effectuating the terms of the Anderson v. Bassman decree so far as 
the West Fork of the Carson River in California is concerned. 


II. CLAIMS OF UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT IN ITS COMPLAINT AND OPENING BRIEF 
IN THE ALPINE LAND & RESERVOIR (CARSON RIVER ADJUDICATION) SUIT 


In connection with development of the Newlands project the United States 
Government filed an adjudication suit against Alpine Land & Reservoir Co. and 
others on May 11, 1925. Hearings before two different judges and several special 
commissioners ended December 30, 1940. A proposed judgment and decree in 
its present form is unacceptable to many defen ants and Alpine County and 
others are seeking to intervene in order to secure a more equitable settlement of 
water rights problems on the Carson River. 

Major points claimed by the United States Government, Department of Justice, 
in its complaint and opening brief are: 

: On July 2, 1902, the United States was owner of 1,612,800 acres of 
vacant public land in the Truckee and Carson watersheds, of which land 
more than 300,000 acres were susceptible of irrigation. Between this date 
and May 8, 1913, the Secretary of Interior, under authority of reclamation 
law, withdrew this area from all forms of entry with intent of reclaiming as 
much of it as possible by means of irrigation. 

2. On July 2, 1902, the United States was owner of all the unappropriated 
waters of the Carson River and its tributaries, and by withdrawal of the public 
lands did thereby reserve from further appropriation and reserve for its own 
use the irrigation, power, and other beneficial use as much of the unappro- 
priated water, up to 5,000 cubie feet per second of the Carson River and its 
tributaries as would be sufficient for such purposes in the Newlands project. 

3. On May 26, 1903, the United States caused to be posted on the left 
bank of the Carson River in Churchill County a notice of claim of all unap- 
propriated water, both surface and underflow, to the extent of 5,000 cubic 
feet per second. Said water is claimed for irrigation and other beneficial 
uses in Churchill County, Nev. 

4. Since July 2, 1902, the United States has acquired the water and ditch 
rights of certain landholders in Nevada for aggregate diversion rights of 
362.92 cubic feet per second, together with a right to use 40 cubic feet per 
second of waters of the Carson River for power purposes. 

5. The United States has been and still is engaged in constructing and 
completing construction and in operating and maintaining the works of the 
Newlands project situated primarily in Churchill County, Nev. Addi- 
tional United States lands susceptible of irrigation exist in other counties of 
Nevada and in Alpine County, Calif. 

6. Spanish Springs project (in the Truckee River watershed) is a large 
part of the project and is still unfinished, and upon its completion waters of 
the Carson will be relied on even more than heretofore for storage in Lahontan 
Reservoir and irrigation of lands in the Newlands project. 

7. The plaintiff intends to take all of the waters of the Carson River that 
it may lawfully take pursuant to reservations and appropriations, contracts, 
and other rights instituted and acquired by it for the filling of Lahontan 
Reservoir and when needed for irrigation and other purposes without reference 
to its rights to the waters of any other stream or source. 

8. It is the futher contention of the United States that title to all the waters 
of the nonnavigable streams of the public domain country which has not been 
granted away by the United States remains in the United States. The 
rights of the United States in the appropriated waters of the Carson River 
existing on the date the Reclamation Act of 1902 was passed were not ex- 
tinguished by section 8. The waters which it has since appropriated and 
reserved for reclamation purposes it holds free of the soverign control of any 
State. It is the absol.te owner, moreover, of any waters of the river, if such 
there be, which are still unappropriated for any purpose. In both respects 
the United States has proprietary and governmental interests distinct from those 
of a private appropriator. 

9. On May 26, 1903, the Secretary determined that a maximum flow of 
5,000 cubie feet per second was necessary for all types of beneficial use on the 
Newlands project, leaving the surplus waters of the river, if any, for appro- 
priation by individuals under State law. If the rights of the United States 
for the Newlands project do not date to July 2, 1902 (the date of first with- 





WASHOE RECLAMATION PROJECT, NEVADA 103 


drawal), they carry a priority date of February 16, 1903, when the Nevada 
State Act (1903 Nev. Stat. 18) was passed. 
(Emphasis ours in above numbered paragraphs.) 


Ill. MAJOR POINTS CLAIMED BY THE COUNTY OF ALPINE AS A BASIS FOR ITS PLEA 
FOR INTERVENTION IN THE ABOVE-MENTIONED ADJUDICATION SUIT AND FOR 
CONSIDERATION IN DEVELOPMENT OF WORKS ON THE CARSON AND TRUCKEE 
RIVERS ARE: 


1. That the constitution of the State of California provides that the use of all 
water within said State is a public use and subject to regulation by said State. 

2. That the Carson River is an interstate nonnavigable stream, subject to right 
of the States of Nevada and California to enter into a compact regarding its use. 

3. That equitable apportionment of the waters of the Carson River ultimately 
must be worked out, and since interstate compact commissions have been ap- 
pointed and moneys appropriated for their use by both States it now is desirable 
and advisable to develop further information and data by these bodies before 
determining the equitable apportionment of waters of the Carson River between 
the States of California and Nevada. 

4. That while the petition of the Government does not on its face seek an ad- 
judication of the entire stream system of the Carson River, the proposed decree 
now before the Federal court will by virtue of its terms deprive the county of 
Alpine and landowners in said county of vested riparian and appropriation rights 
in the streams which originate within its boundaries. 

5. That the effect of the proposed decree will constitute a taking of the entire 
unappropriated flow of the Carson River without compliance by the United States 
of America with the applicable provisions of State law in the area in question. 


IV. CURRENT SITUATION 


Since taking of testimony of the U. S. A. v. Alpine Land & Reservoir Company 
case stopped in 1940, nearly 15 years have elapsed. Much data has been gathered 
on stream runoff and diversion to irrigated lands during this time. A considerable 
amount of new land has been placed under cultivation. This is particularly true 
in the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District area near Fallon, Nev. 

Studies and a feasibility report on the Washoe project have been made by the 
Bureau of Reclamation. A comprehensive report on water requirements for the 
State of California has recently been issued by the State engineer. This latter 
report confirms Alpine County’s views that there are at least 5,000 acres of land 
in the East and West Fork drainage areas of the Carson River in Alpine County 
which are suitable for agricultural development. 

Filings have been made for use of presently unappropriated waters of the State 
of California by the county of Alpine and the Markleeville Public Utility District 
for sufficient water to meet the legitimate needs of landowners in the county of 
Alpine. Additional filings on water in the West Fork of Carson River at Hope 
Valley Dam site have been made by the State of California Department of Finance 
to protect the interests of the people of the State of California in this watershed. 

Laws have been enacted in the 1955 sessions by the Legislatures of California 
and Nevada and the Congress of the United States, providing for activation of 
an interstate compact commission to be appointed by the Governors of the two in- 
terested States together with a representation of the United States to be appointed 
by the President. The commissioners of the two States have been appointed. 
Work of the commission in gathering an analysis of technical and legal data is 
scheduled for commencement in 1956. 

Legislation to activate the Washoe project has been initiated in the Congress 
of the United States. Subcommittee hearings of the Senate have been held in 
connection with its bills. The hearing of the House subcommittee on November 
12, 1955, is another step in the orderly course of legislative consideration of the 
vast reclamation program of the United States of America. 


V. VIEWS OF ALPINE COUNTY IN REGARD TO PROTECTION OF ITS INTERESTS IN ANY 
LEGISLATION CONCERNING AUTHORIZATION OF THE WASHOE PROJECT 


Studies made by Alpine County and the State of California indicate that there 
are in the Carson River drainage area in Alpine County more than 5,000 additional 
acres of land which are ultimately susceptible of irrigation. Some of this land is 
riparian and some can only be irrigated by appropriation and use of presently 
unappropriated water of the Carson River. Alpine County has initiated the 








104 WASHOE RECLAMATION PROJECT, NEVADA 


appropriation of water for such lands by its filings with the California State 
Division of Water Resources which were made in 1952. Preliminary studies show 
that there is sufficient appropriable water at the present time in Carson River 
to take care of the ultimate needs of all irrigable lands in Alpine County within 
that watershed, without serious depletion of the Carson River flow available to 
lands in Nevada. 

Construction of Watasheamu Dam and Reservoir under the proposed present 
development plans of the Washoe project will take a small amount of land out of 
production, and will diminish the tax base of Alpine County without any com- 
pensatory payments. A taxation figure of approximately $250,000 per vear is 
shown on the analysis of power facilities for the project. There is no breakdown 
by counties to show where such revenue should accrue. Furthermore, under 
present United States Department of Interior policy, no taxes are paid on 
Reclamation Bureau owned projects, so this amount is not included in the repay- 
ment schedule. The bills before Congress at present call for the Secretary of the 
Interior to own ana operate the Washoe project until fully paid up, which time 
will be at least 75 vears hence. 

The Washoe project September 1954 feasibility report of the Bureau of Recla- 
mation is based on the assumption that the proposed decree in U. S. A. v. Alpine 
Land and Reservoir Company will become law, and that all water rights to both 
surface and underflow of the Carson River up to 5,000 cubic feet per second above 
acknowledged vested rights will become the property of the United States Govern- 
ment. Thus all water salvaged by the owners of irrigated lands in both their 
private drains and in the publie drains for which they will pay becomes project 
water, to be owned and sold downstream in perpetuity by the United States 
Government. 

It further proposes that a new type of conservaney district be formed with 
taxing powers of from 5 to 15 cents per $100 valuation to encompass the project 
area. An act providing for such districts was enacted in Nevada in 1955. It 
enables taxes to be leviec on cities, industries, railroads, mining, timber, cattle, 
and all other land and taxable property within the project area. There is no 
California law which provides for such a district which crosses State lines. There 
are numerous other legal, economic, and political considerations which enter into 
interstate development and organizations which complicate operations, in addi- 
tion to the problems involving rights to use of water. 

The Washoe project as outlined in the September 1954 feasibility report will 
entail Federal expenditures of more than $40 million and will provide a full new 
water right and service to only 40 or 50 family-size farms of not to exceed 110 
acres. The balance of the water will be used for supplementary supply to nearly 
45,000 acres of land in the Truckee and Carson River watersheds outside the 
boundaries of Truckee-Carson Irrigation District near Fallon. 

Drainage by open drains is proposed for some 34,000 acres of presently irrigated 
land in the Carson and Truckee Valleys. A portion of this open drain system 
extends into Alpine County. No technical evaluation of the losses in productive 
land and in potential ground water basin storage have been made public in con- 
nection with reports on the Washoe project. Maintenance of a proper salt bal- 
ance in the Carson River Basin is essential to long-continued agricultural develop- 
ment. Cost ard availability of power to be used for pumping capacity, and cost 
of ground water storage basins, and costs of open drains both in construction, 
capitalized operation, and maintenance costs, and in lost production due to the 
acreage removed from cultivation appear to warrant much further study than is 
shown in published reports on the Washoe project. 

The dam across the East Fork of Carson River at Watasheamu will catch the 
entire flow of the productive portion of this watershed at a point about 4 miles 
below the eastern boundary of Alpine County and the State of California. I> 
will back water up about 3 miles into Alpine County and will flood a small amount 
of irrigated land. A canal is proposed to run northerly around the ridge separating 
the East and West Forks of Carson River. Water from this canal will reach the 
West Fork at its intersection with the California State line, and thus can be made 
available by gravity flow to lands in Douglas County, Nev., which lie easterly 
and northerly from this point. The project proposes full new water service to 
about 5,000 acres of land northeast of Minden, Nev. 

Studies by the State division of water resources and by the county of Alpine 
show approximately the same acreage of land in the two forks of Carson River 
in Alpine County which are expected to be irrigated in any 1 year. Any excess 
surface use and the entire underground drainage from these lands in Alpine 
County, which are of porous material over an igneous bedrock formation will 
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return annually to the stream channels below the land irrigated and above all 
diversion points for use in Nevada. 

September 1954 revised plans for the Washoe project show existence of irrigable 
lands on the Woodfords Bench area and in Diamond Valley. No proposal is made 
for irrigation of such land or for any supplemental water for lands now in short 
supply in Alpine County. Other irrigable lands than those near Woodfords are 
known to exist in the county, and warrant water-right protection before beneficial 
use rights are acquired downstream, 

It would be physically possible to transfer water from Watasheamu Reservoir 
to the West Fork below the California State line in sufficient quantity to meet the 
requirements of Douglas County, Nev., rights decreed under the Anderson v. 
Bassman case. This amount of water is not sufficient to meet the water needs of 
presently irrigated lands having adjudicated rights in the West Fork of Carson 
River in Alpine County even if entire West Fork summer flow could be so used, 
so it is necessary to provide for exchange of stored water pending final construc- 
tion of a major storage project on the West Fork of Carson River. 

Control of winter and spring floods on the East Fork of Carson River should 
provide sufficient water for all irrigable land in this watershed in Alpine County 
in addition to water for transfer to the We: t Fork drainage area or for release to the 
lands in Nevada. Firm rights and agreements regarding all such direct and 
indirect water supplies should be obtained under California law, or pro: ided for 
in advance of construction in any legislation authorizing the Washoe project. It 
is possible that authorization for the project could be made subject to water-rights 
determination of the Interstate Compact Commission without prejudice to any 
present claimants. In some such way the necessary preliminary planning and 
project review before appropriation bills are passed could proceed concurrently 
with Interstate Compact Commission studies. 

It is highly desirable that ownership, operation, and administration should be 
by local interests operating under laws of the States of California and Nevada. 
In no event should title to the water rights be perpetually surrendered to the 
United States Government. The power facilities also should become the fully 
paidup property of the local districts or companies which underwrite their 
payment. 

Payment for the project other than through power revenue should be limited to 
the lands or other industries thereon receiving water or other direct benefit from 
the proposed works. The project should only be authorized under prudent 
economic theories after open discussion of benefits and costs of the various factors 
involved. 

Since no way has vet been shown to include lands on both sides of a State 
boundary in one district it becomes more important than usual to determine in 
advance the rights of the various interests and to provide an equitable and 
economic way to protect these various rights. 

It appears desirable to secure more data on the capital value per acre for water 
rights, and on the capital value per acre-foot of safe annual yield. This needs 
further breakdown into capital costs for supplementary and firm supply. Sim- 
ilarly the cost per acre and per acre-foot for main and auxiliary drainage facilities 
and their effect on the long-range development of the area require clarification. 

Climatic conditions and other cost factors such as transportation to a major 
market almost preclude development of dairy industry in Alpine County as is 
shown in the September 1954 feasibility report. It therefore is necessary to base 
capital costs per acre on a more realistic basis. Records of farm production show 
that it takes from 3 to 4 acres to support 1 cow and calf unit per year on grazing 
or pastureland in Alpine County, Calif., and in Douglas County, Nev. Since 
the gross revenue possible per year fron sale of a yearling is from $60 to $75 under 
present economic conditions, the amount of money which can prudently be 
invested in the water-supply segment of farm operations is definitely limited. 
This may require 9 longer financing period on the interest-bearing apportionment 
of the costs. Capital repayment for water rights and works plus the cost of 
developing the land and farm buildings should not exceed the amount which a 
prudent investor would pay for a fully developed ranch. 

Where a local district owns the power facilities it has the right to make allot- 
ments and use the net return on one part of its assets to pay for another part of 
its property. Under the proposed Federal utility system there is no assurance 
that the local areas which underwrite the repayment contracts will ever receive 
the benefit of their investment. This matter is of the greatest concern to Alpine 
County. Its present tax base of about $2.6 million is insufficient to meet fore- 
seeable needs of the county. All means to increase the tax base by economic 
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projects must be considered carefully. Limitations of water supply to family-size 
farms of from 80 to 110 acres as contemplated in the 1954 feasibility report on 
the Washoe project section on repayment capacity would not be economic under 
soil and climatic conditions in Estas County. This provision of reclamation 
law has been waived in several other projects, and should be eliminated from any 
project in which Alpine County interests are affected. This economic fact is 
true both for supplemental and new or full service supplies. 


VI. SUGGESTED PRINCIPLES TO BE INCLUDED IN ANY LEGISLATION CONCERNING 
AUTHORIZATION FOR AND CONSTRUCTION OF THE WASHOE PROJECT IN NEVADA 
AND CALIFORNIA WHICH WILL PROTECT INTERESTS OF ALPINE COUNTY, CALIF. 


The following principles are hereby presented for incorporation in legislation 
concerning authorization or construction of the Washoe project: 

1. Recognition of the existence of, and the powers and duties of, the Interstate 
Compact Commission of the States of California and Nevada in settling the 
water-rights problems on the Truckee, Carson, and Walker Rivers. 

2. The counties of origin of these rivers in California, or suitable districts 
therein, should consummate contracts enforceable in Federal courts, regarding 
all problems of ownership and operation of the water and power projects with 
whatever may be the district or other owner of the Washoe project in Nevada 
to effectuate the findings and determination of the Interstate Compact Com- 
mission. 

3. Procural of assignable contractual relations which will insure protection 
of the water rights of the affected parties and their component lands be made 
a part of the Federal policy portion of the program before congressional approval 
of construction of the project is given. 

4. So far as Alpine County’s rights and interests are concerned, such agree- 
ments should provide, among other things, the following items: 

(a) That a finding be made of the historical total runoff, total beneficial 
use, and appropriable water of the Carson River at (1) Hope Valley Dam 
site, (2) Pavnesville, (3) Watasheamu Dani site, (4) Lahontan Dam, and 
(5) Carson River at the present northerly limit or boundary of lands having 
irrigation water rights under Truckee-Carson Irrigation District. 

(6) There shall be no acreage limitations for either full service or supple- 
mentary water supply for lands in Alpine County, or for lands served in 
Douglas County, Nev., from canals, ditches, or reservoirs having all or part 
of their being, or point of diversion within said Alpine County. 

(c) That, prior to completion of the Hope Valley or other major project 
in Alpine County, the owner of Watasheamu Dam and Reservoir agrees to 
store and deliver to Alpine County, or other water users’ organization in said 
county, at the end of the proposed Carson Canal in the vicinity ef the inter- 
section of the West Fork of the Carson River and the California- Nevada State 
line sufficient appropriable water to meet the supplemental water needs of 
peter irrigated lands within the West Fork drainage area in Alpine 

ounty. 

(d) That such supplemental water so delivered may be exchanged for 
water stored under present or hereafter acquired water rights in minor stor- 
age projects in the West Fork of Carson River. 

(e) That, prior to completion of Hope Valley Dam and appurtenant works, 
or other major project, the above-described owner agrees to deliver to said 
Alpine County, or to other water users’ organization in said county, sufficient 
appropriable water from the East Fork of said Carson River to meet the 
decreed rights of Douglas County, Nev., users of West Fork irrigation season 
water, said water to be delivered to existing ditches or channels in proper 
amounts in exchange for West Fork irrigation season discharge diverted 
above or upstream for use in said Alpine County on lands subject to the 
Anderson v. Bassman decree. 

(f) That at all times the owner of said Watasheamu Dam and appurtenant 
works agrees to transfer appropriable water from the East Fork of Carson 
River to meet the needs for supplementary water of lands in Douglas County, 
Nev., having rights in the West Fork of Carson River under terms of the 
Anderson v. Bassman decree. 

(g) That at all times said owner of Watasheamu Dam and Reservoir 
agrees to release during the irrigation season to downstream users of East 
Fork water such amounts and rates of flow as are required from appropriable 
stored water to replace such irrigation season flow, or releases from upstream 
storage, as is consumptively used in the East Fork drainage area in excess of 
present vested rights upstream from said Watasheamu Reservoir. 
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(hk) That subsequent to completion of said Hope Valley or other major 
project the owner or owners of the Washoe project and the Newlands project 
agree to recognize the right of Alpine County, or other water users’ organi- 
zation in said county, under both California riparian and appropriative water 
law to full and unrestricted use of stored appropriable water, both bv diver- 
sion to lands below said dam and reservoir and by exchange for irrigation 
season consumptive use in excess of vested rights above said project works, 
and that such rights to dispose of such water apply within the Carson River 
watershed both in Alpine County, Calif., and in Douglas County, Nev., for 
lands which cannot be served by gravity from the proposed Carson Canal. 

(¢) That at all times the contracting parties agree that any salvage of 
water effectuated in Alpine County shall inure to the benefit of persons or 
agencies in said county making such salvage, whether it be by improved 
transmission or distribution system, by improved farming procedure, or by 
other means, and that such salvaged waters may be disposed of as the owners 
thereof desire, without again becoming part and parcel of the West Carson 
stream flow at the California- Nevada State line. 

(j) That claims to water rights on the part of the United States so far as 
Carson River is concerned be made and processed under laws and practices 
of the States of California and Nevada, instead of followine claims of the 
United States Department of Justice in U.S. A. v. Alpine Land and Reservoir 
Company case wherein it was alleged that the United States has the para- 
mount rights to take all water of nonnavigable streams by secretarial deter- 
mination or withdrawals, or by reliance on past conquests. 

Chairman Aspinauu. Thank you very much, Mr. Bruns, for your 
conclusions at the hearing. 

Does the gentleman from Washington have any questions? 

Mr. WestTLAND. No questions. 

Chairman AspiInaLL. The gentleman from Colorado? 

Mr. Cuenowetu. No questions. 

Chairman Asprnauu. The lady from Idaho? 

Mrs. Prost. No questions. 

Chairman AspiInaLu. The gentleman from Nevada? 

Mr. Youna. As I understand it you would approve the project, 
providing the amendment offered by the Truckee-Carson water users 
with respect to the compact is included in the bill? 

Mr. Bruns. Yes. 

Mr. Youne. That is all; thank you. 

Chairman AsptINaALL. The next witness is Mr. Fran Breen, director 
of the Nevada Federated Sportsmen. 

Mr. F. R. Breen. Mr. Chairman, I do not have a written state- 
ment. I will make an extemporaneous statement if that meets with 
your approval. 

Chairman Aspina.tu. How long will that take? 

Mr. Breen. How long do you want it to take? 

Chairman AspIna.u. As short as possible. 

Mr. Breen. I was allotted 10 minutes. I can make it in that or 
less. 

Chairman AspIinALL. You may proceed. 

Mr. Breen. My name is F. R. Breen, and my home is Reno, Nev. 

s T ‘ y 
I am a director of the Nevada Federated Sportsmen, and a Naveda 
delegate to the National Wildlife Federation. 

The Nevada Federated Sportsmen is in association with sporting 
clubs in the State of Nevada consisting of the Battle Mountain Rod 
and Gun Club, Boulder City Sportsmen Association, Douglas County 
Sportsmen Association, Elko County Sportsmen Association, Green- 

Pp , , ee 
head Hunting Club, Esmeralda County Sportsmen Association, 
Humboldt County Rod and Gun Club, Las Vegas Sportsmen Associa- 
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tion, Mason Valley Sportsmen Association, the Sportsmen’s Club of 
Mineral County, the Moapa Valley Sportsmen’s Club, Ormsby 
County Sportsmen Association—— 

Chairman AspinaLtt. How many clubs are you going to give us 
now? 

Mr. Breen. These clubs are members of the Nevada Federated 
Sportsmen. 

Chairman Asprnatu. I understand that, but can’t you give them 
to us in a list? 

Without any objection it will be so ordered. 

Mr. Breen. The position of the Nevada Federated Sportsmen as 
expressed in meetings of October 24, 1954, and January 15, 1955, is 
that the Nevada Federated Sportsmen are opposed to the Washoe 
project, either the authorization or the commencement of the project, 
until Public Law 732, the Coordination Act, is amended to meet the 
inclusion of fish and wildlife benefits compulsory and mandatory in 
any reclamation project. 

The federation also would like to reserve a right, if possible, to 
submit a statement to this committee after its next annual meeting 
which will take place January 22, 1956. 

Senate bill 497 was introduced on January 18, 1955—— 

Chairman AsprnaLu. Now, just a moment; the Senate bill is not 
in controversy in this session at all. If you wish to testify to the 
House bill you may do so. 

Mr. Breen. H. R. 6028 was introduced on May 24, 1955, after 
the last annual meeting of the Federated Sportsmen, and they have 
not as yet had an opportunity to officially act on that bill. 

Chairman Aspinauu. Unless there is an objection, the statement, 
when properly authenticated by a representative of the organization, 
will be received at the time it is submitted. Hearing none, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. Breen. The official position at the present time is, as stated, 
that the Federated Sportsmen are opposed to the authorization or 
commencement of the project until Public Law 732 is amended as 
stated. The reason for this is that although the present H. R. 6028 
provides for certain fish and wildlife benefits, it is felt that the dangers 
of amendment to that bill resulting from budgetary opposition in 
Congress, the position of the Bureau of the Budget on the inclusion 
of such benefits in a bill of this nature, the fact that it appears from 
investigation made by the Federated Sportsmen that to maintain 
that provision in such a reclamation project would depend almost 
entirely upon successful legislative maneuvering, and because of the 
spirit of the basic legislation as stated in the President’s veto of the 
Vermejo project, which was a New Mexico project, it is the federa- 
tion’s position that the dangers to fish and wildlife benefits in this 
project are so great—until the basic law is amended—that fish and 
wildlife is running a great risk if they supported the bill at the present 
time. 

They also feel that should the bill as now drafted be passed, that 
in the event it were determined that the engineering projections were 
incorrect and there was not sufficient water for the minimum flows, 
that the fish and wildlife interests would be first to suffer. 

Also, without a major change in the basic law, the legal question of 
changing the water rights presently in existence on the Truckee and 

Carson Rivers would present an almost insurmountsble obstacle. 
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Also, it is felt that in any operation of a project of this sort there 
pees be some representative of fish and wildlife on the controlling 

odies. 

In summing up the position of the Federated Sportsmen in the 
conservation of this area, their official position has been stated. They 
have no direct opposition and will not take an active opposition to 
H. R. 6028 if it could be passed in a form that it is now written. 
However, due to the fears expressed, their official position is that 
they oppose it. Should the sections concerning the benefits to fish 
an wildlife be dropped from the bill, the position of the sportsmen 
would be to oppose the project, and they would—I can guarantee 
the committee—do everything in their power to present an organized 
opposition to the project. 

Chairman AspINALL. The gentleman from Washington? 

Mr. WestTLAND. No, I have no questions. 

Chairman AspInaLu. The gentleman from Colorado? 

Mr. Cuenowetu. No questions. 

Chairman AsprnaLu. The lady from Idaho? 

Mrs. Prost. No questions. 

Chairman AspInaLL. The Congressman from Nevada? 

Mr. Youna. No. 

Chairman AspinaLtL. Thank you very much, Mr. Breen, for your 
statement. 

The next witness is Mr. James M. MacInnis, counsel of the Paiute 
Tribe of Pyramid Lake. You may proceed. 

Mr. James M. MacInnis. I am James MacInnis of San Francisco, 
and with Mr. Jack Streeter of Reno I represent the Paiute Indians 
of Pyramid Lake. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: 

To the banquet table of benefits so carefully reserved by the authors 
of the Washoe project, there comes now an uninvited guest whose 
boldness is born of an economic desperation extending for more than 
40 years. 

hairman AspInALL. May I say to you, my friend, that any witness 
testifying at this hearing is invited, and you are speaking with the 
permission and liberty of this committee without any qualifications 
or censure whatsoever. 

Mr. MacInnis. For whose courtesy I am most grateful. 

To dramatize by such words the plight of the group for whom I 
speak is not to offer a purely literary catchword. The Paiute Indian 
Tribe of Pyramid Lake has seen their water, the fountainhead and 
source of their existence, recede and abate for two generations under 
the pressure of a more complicated civilization. 

The inheritors of President Grant’s Executive order of 1874 which 
vested Pyramid Lake and its shores forever in the Paiute Indian 
Tribe have protested with sensational unsuccess the movements of 
our time which have diminished—however necessarily for the con- 
venience of other citizens—the waters of the Truckee River which 
were theirs by natural right. 

The adoption of the ‘‘Washoe project’ in its present form would 
complete the economic denuding of a population group whose members 
once flourished upon the natural incidents of their land and water. 


70415—56——8 
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While the process which led to this sorry conclusion was gradual, 
a summary of the Paiutes’ economic losses will offer an area for 
contrast which is literally startling. 

In 1844 when General Fremont’s men encamped at what is now 
Nixon, these military travelers found a community existing in a more 
than modest prosperity upon the products of its water. Already 
there was commercial traffic in Pyramid Lake’s almost limitless 
supply of fish. The waters of the Truckee River, undiverted, were 
sufficient to irrigate both bottom and bench land in the driest of 
seasons; wild life of all varieties abounded in the region, and the 
available timber was sufficient in volume for transportation and use 
in other communities. 

In the late 1880’s when our conquest of the West was said to be 
complete, the records of Wells Fargo & Co. disclose that the Paiute 
Indians had been able to ship many thousand tons of fish a year for 
resale in the larger cities of Nevada, California, and Oregon. 

The cutthroat trout, singular in its size and highly edible, spawned 
so prolifically that the numbers of their species in the lake was re- 
garded as one of nature’s marvels. Nevada’s State Museum at 
Carson City has preserved a single specimen of this fish weighing 
42 pounds. 

But the change wrought by the passage of time, and the conflicting 
needs of other and more numerous members of this community, was 
chilling in its aspect. Diversion of the waters of the Truckee River, 
which in earlier days had emptied without interruption into Pyramid 
Lake, were contrived, unfortunately, without regard to the rights or 
the needs of persons whose occupancy of the territory had predated 
the American heritage. 

Perhaps the planners of the 1911 era who erected Derby Dam 
could not have foreseen the drastic effects upon a later Indian genera- 
tion of the lessening of a water supply which may then have appeared 
as imperceptible; but today’s analysis will demonstrate at once the 
enormity of this loss. The surveyed area of Pyramid Lake originally 
exceeded 140,000 acres. Today, while the exact area fluctuates with 
the water level, Pyramid Lake now contains less than 100,000 acres. 

The fish ladder which the builders of Derby Dam believed would 
permit the spawning of fish without material change was less than 
inefficient. Its architectural lack of operative qualities was so soon 
recognized that no effort was made to replace or rebuild it. The 
fury of millions of upstreaming fish, whose turbulence once astounded 
the tourist trade, dwindled and finally became quiescent. By 1940 
the celebrated cutthroat trout of Pyramid Lake had become extinct. 

Of course those who had opposed the futile protests made on behalf 
of the Paiute Indians at once invented reasons for this cessation of 
water life which, if accepted, would exculpate the utility districts 
whose works had altered the natural movements of the waterways. 
One theory, speedily advanced, was that Pyramid Lake, in the course 
of geological events, was following the history of Great Salt Lake and 
that nature—not man—had exterminated the fish. The second 
canard was that the Indians, reckless of their own natural resources, 
had killed the fish so promiscuously that the species disappeared. 

Studies undertaken by the Fish and Game Commission of Nevada 
immediately proved these light assertions to be false. Neither the 
Paiute Indians nor the thousands of visiting fishermen who contributed 
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to the prosperity of the tribe in the 1930’s had wantonly violated the 
privileges of outdoor sports. Tests demonstrated that Pyramid Lake 
contains only one-eleventh as many parts per million of solids as sea 
water in which both fresh and salt-water fish can survive. 

The final loss, the extinction of the fish, the aridity of the land, 
were all the results of man-created diversion. 

What, then, do the Paiute Indians propose to the Members of 
Congress who must now consider the legislation at hand? Do they 
assert, nakedly, that before the pressure of their traditional rights the 
expedient hand of progress must be stayed? By no means. We who 
represent the tribe hope to be at least as expedient as those who deem 
the entire Washoe project in its present form a strict necessity. Some 
regulatory provisions, many of which have been suggested in the 
literature before the committee, ought to be invoked in order to 
restore economic security to the Indians and to alleviate the losses 
the tribe has already suffered. Such remedies should be planned and 
approved now. They should not be left to the solution unadroitly 
urged by those who have said: ‘How do we know there will be further 
loss of water to Pyramid Lake? Let us wait and see.” 

The Reconnaissance Report prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation 
recognizes that— 


* * * during the latter part of each irrigation season the natural flow of the 
Truckee River available to these lands is insufficient * * *, 


but the suggested remedy, vaguely put, is merely that a “supplemental 
storage supply” would be required if these lands are to be developed. 

How this can be done directs our attention now to the discussions 
of the same problem in the past when the diversion of Truckee River 
waters from Pyramid Lake was far less extensive than that which will 
be the result of an unchanged Washoe project. The so-called Truckee 
River Agreement approved in 1935 by Hon. Harold L. Ickes as Secre- 
tary of the Interior was a contract between the Government and the 
various utility districts which had planned the water diversion. It 
guaranteed a specific minimum flow of water to the Paiute Indians. 
In essence the same agreement was adopted by the United States 
District Court for Nevada in its 1944 decision which has become 
known as the Truckee River Final Decree. The joker which attaches 
to the labors of the congressional committee is this: The literature at 
hand presupposes that full compliance with the waterflow require- 
ments of this monumental court decision has been had. This is 
simply not so. 

Unanswerable figures prove that the Paiute Indians of Pyramid 
Lake lose at this time at least 45,200 acre-feet of water per year in the 
light of the volume of water reserved to them by the court’s decree but 
not actually made available for their usage. 

The decrease in inflow to Pyramid Lake which will be attributed to 
the Washoe project operation will average another 24,400 acre-feet 
annually. ‘The frightening conclusion is that the sum of such deple- 
tions will amount to a reduction annually of 70,000 acre-feet in water. 
It is hence not an exaggeration to state that ‘there has been placed 
before you a plan by which the solemn protocol of our highest law- 
makers is directed toward the deprivation of the property rights of an 
inconsequential few. 








112 WASHOE RECLAMATION PROJECT, NEVADA 
The assertions we make can be chailenged only by the presentation 
of illosory concepts of the waterflow. A partisan mathematician may 
easily compute the average mean waterflow into Pyramid Lake on an 
annual basis over a 10- or 20-year period and offer the bald conclusion 
that the Paiute Indians have plenty of water. This can be done by 
equalizing poor water years in contrast with plentiful ones and by 
regarding annual figures by overlooking what happens in the 3 dry 
months of the year. But the perplexing statistics which are offered 
to the committee, in gross, represent an attempt to counterbalance 
the findings we offer, by showing, for example, that in 1938 there was 
a runoff of 728,505 acre-feet, and that in another plentiful water year, 
1943, the runoff was 666,200 acre-feet. The computation of a mean 
average will not answer the problem presented by individual dry 
ears. 
. Similarly when we consider the waterflow in the individual months 
of any given year it will be seen that the maximum flow in July at 
Numana Dam is only 8 cubic feet per second; it is about the same in 
August, and in September the figures rises slightly to 13. 

The committee will inquire into the practical effect of such benefits 
at large as may result from remedial gestures in favor of the Paiute 
Indians, because the water needs of the Fallon community are dem- 
onstrable. The economic benefits which the Indians would gain by 
the required alteration of the Washoe project would also inure to the 
benefit of countless members of the public. When the big trout were 
available a thousand persons per month came to ‘Sutcliffe alone 
during the fishing season. It has been estimated that family groups 
of 12.000 persons, since the fish-planting project of the Nevada Fish 
and Game Commission has been so successful, might well purchase 
4,000 fishing licenses per year at Pyramid Lake. Such a group might 
well spend more than $250,000, of which more than $5,500 would go 
to the Paiute Tribe for fishing licenses and boating privileges. In 
constrast to this opportunity is a deplorable statistic: The income of 
the Paiute Tribe in 1949 was less than a thousand dollars per afmily. 

The Paiute Indians therefore adopt, with an emphasis born out of 
impending disaster, the recommendations of the Government Fish and 
Wildlife Service to the end that the very minimum release of water 
into Pyramid Lake be 35 cubic feet per second over and above the 
water they currently possess. 

This is a reservation well beneath the limits contemplated as reason- 
able by the Truckee River Final Decree. It represents the Indians’ 
last hope for economic redemption. 

It presents an opportunity for Congress to minimize for the future 
the infliction of money losses which will necessarily become the subject 
of substantial claims against the Government. 

In her notable work, Life Among the Paiutes, a veritable odyssey 
of man’s unhumanity to man, the author, Princess Sarah Winnemucca, 
concludes with these words: 


* * * T visited my people once more at Pyramid Lake Reservation and they 

urged me again to come to the East and talk for them and so I have come * * *, 
Today it is not necessary to go East to speak with Congress. Con- 

gress comes to us. But we urge that our Congressmen do not return 

to the East with hearts unmindful of the Indians’ present plight. 
Thank you. 
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Chairman Asprnatu. Thank you very much, Mr. MacInnis. Do 
you have any members of the tribe with you today? 

Mr. MacInnis. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I do. 

Chairman AspinaLL. Whom do you have? 

Mr. MacInnis. Mr. Albert Alex and Mr. Warren Toby who are 
members of the board of directors of the tribe. 

Chairman Asprnauu. And have they passed their judgment on this 
statement? 

Mr. MacInnis. Yes, they have. 

Chairman Aspinautu. Will they come forward and sit at the 
witness table? 

Mr. MacInnis. Yes, sir. Will you step up, please? 

(Whereupon, the two above-named members of the Paiute Tribe 
took seats at the witness table.) 

Chairman AspINnaALu. Will the gentleman on my left give his name 
to the reporter? 

Mr. Tospry. Warren Tobey. 

Chairman Asprnautu. And the gentleman sitting next on my right? 

Mr. Auex. Albert Alex. 

Chairman Asprnautu. You are familiar with the statement just 
read by Mr. MacInnis? 

Mr. Auex. Yes. 

Chairman AspINnALL. Your tribe is in complete understanding and 
complete agreement with this statement; is that correct? 

Mr. Atex. Well, there are 10 members chosen by the tribe to 
represent the tribe 

Chairman Aspinauu. I understand that, but your council is in 
agreement with this statement? 

Mr. Auex. Yes. 

Chairman Aspinauu. Do you feel that it is also the statement that 
your tribe would make? 

Mr. ALEx. Well, we represent the tribe. We feel we are talking 
for the tribe. 

Chairman Aspinatu. And you feel that they would agree with the 
contents of the statement? 

Mr. Atex. Yes, I am pretty sure of that. 

Chairman Aspinatu. Thank you very much. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. WestLAND. I only have one question. Has any attempt been 
made to recover damages for this lack of water in the lake? 

Mr. MacInnis. That presents, Mr. Westland, another aspect of 
the problem. The tribe has authorized Mr. Streeter and me to file 
an action in the United States Court of Claims at Washington, but 
of course our approach to the committee at this time has to do with 
the future not the past, because you can’t unring a bell, and the things 
that have happened in the last two generations are things which exist. 

The population has decreased, the financial intake has decreased. 
That is another aspect of the matter, in our opinion. 

Mr. WEstTLAND. I merely asked whether or not an action had been 
filed to recover this so-called damages. 

Mr. MacInnzs. The tribe has had no formal representation in the 
past so far as I know. 

Mr. WestLaNnp. No claim has been made for these damages? 

Mr. MacInnis. That is so. 
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Mr. Westianp. That is all. 

Chairman Asprnautu. The gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. CuenowernH. You do not oppose the project provided this one 
restriction is inserted? 

Mr. MacInnis. That is correct. Of course, the committee must 
consider the greatest benefit to the greatest number of persons, but 
we merely ask that consideration be given to a group of people who had 
first natural rights; secondly, legal rights represented by Presidential 
decree of 1874 which made their rights retroactive to 1859, and thirdly, 
a decree of the United States district court specifying a minimum 
waterflow, which apparently has never been recognized. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. But if this project is authorized with the restric- 
tion which you recommend, then you have no objection to the project? 

Mr. MacInnis. The tribe doesn’t wish anybody ill. The tribe 
wants water. 

Mr. CHEenNoweEtTH. This is not in anyway going to affect the suit you 
contemplate filing? 

Mr. MacInnis. It would have no connection. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. You say now the damage has been done, and 
now your problem is to recover? 

; Mr. MacInnis. Yes; we would hope to alleviate damage in the 
uture. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. This restriction in the authorization will elimi- 
nate any possibility of future damages? 

Mr. MacInnis. It could well be. If the diversion at Derby Dam 
were lessened so that a minimum flow of 35 cubic feet per second 
over and above the water that presently flows into Pyramid Lake were 
permitted, the problem could speedily be ended. It has always been 
suggested that a storage dam be created below Derby Dam, but I 
understand that in its suggested form the storage dam would interfere 
with the plans of the fish and game commission for the fish hatchery. 
There would be a necessary compromise on those ideas. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Thank you very much. 

Chairman AspInaLL. The gentleman from Nevada, Mr. Young. 

Mr. Youne. How much water is the Pyramid Reservation now 
entitled to receive under the 1944 decree? 

Mr. MacInnis. Under the 1944 decree they receive a maximum of 
58.7 cubic feet per second for bottom lands, and a maximum of 
68.5 cubic feet per second on benchlands. 

Mr. Younge. Isn’t that about 30,000 acre-feet for both, bottom and 
benchlands? 

Mr. MacInnis. If you have computed that, you are undoubtedly 
correct. 

Mr. Youne. Do you know how much would be required for 
35 second-feet over and above the flow now going down the river? 

Mr. MacInnis. Not a great deal, because if one could forget about - 
the very small amount of water in the 3 dry months, and look only 


at the good months and the moderate months, say a small or moderate 
amount over that. Some water is better than no water. That is their 
position. 
Mr. Youne. That is all I have. 
Chairman AspinaLL. How many members of the tribe are there? 
Mr. MacInnis. I understand approximately 600, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman Aspinauu. Most of them live on the reservation? 
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Mr. MacInnis. Oh, I am speaking only of those living on the 
reservation. 

Chairman AspinaALut. Thank you very much. Is there any indi- 
vidual who wishes to make an additional statement? 

(No response.) 

Chairman AspInaAuu. The Chair, on behalf of the committee, wishes 
to thank the witnesses for their cooperation. Today we have had a 
very exceptional experience. We have had each witness—with the 
exception of just one of those who appeared—bring to the witness table 
a statement and copies of the statements of his presentation which he 
wished to make. This is always appreciated by our committee, and 
I wish to thank you personally for your cooperation, because that is 
what our rules provide. 

I also wish to thank you for the decorum which you have shown in 
this hearing. It has been very enjoyable for the chairman to preside 
at the committee when everybody is so interested and so decorous. 

Are there any other statements to be made? 

Mr. Youna. I would like to take this opportunity again of ex- 
pressing my appreciation to the members of the committee for coming 
into my district to sit on this hearing, and I particularly would like 
to commend the chairman for his fine job in presiding at this hearing. 

Chairman AspiInaLL. May the Chair in reply state that we do 
have a heavy load in Washington, and it is absolutely impossible to 
get all of the bills, and that when it is possible for us to take up hear- 
ings in the district we always are glad to do so, and it has been a 
particular pleasure to visit our colleague’s congressional district, not 
only receiving the advantages of this hearing, but some of the enter- 
tainment which is permitted. [Laughter.] 

With the understanding that there is no further business to come 
before this committee, this committee is recessed until further call at 
the Office of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs in Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

(Whereupon, at 5:10 p. m. the committee adjourned.) 

(Subsequent to the hearings on the Washoe project, in the last few 
days of December, disastrous floods occurred on the Truckee and 
Carson Rivers. Information with respect to these floods, and their 
relationship to the proposed Washoe project, is included in the following 
letters from the Governor and State Engineer of Nevada:) 

State or NEvADA, 
EXEcuTIvVE CHAMBER, 
Carson City, January 6, 1956. 
Hon. Currron Younae, 
Member of Congress, 


House Office Building, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Curr: Recently disastrous floods on the Truckee and Carson Rivers 
have pointed up the necessity of early construction under the so-called Washoe 
project. 

Summaries of damage along the Carson and Truckee Rivers total, on the 
basis of early estimates, $3,347,000. It is possible that this figure will be increased 
materially when the water subsides and it is possible to make a complete survey. 

It is my belief, from conversations with the State engineer, officials of the 
Bureau of Reclamation and civil-defense authorities as well as engineers and 
officials in the affected counties, that had the*Washoe project been in. operation 
the flood damage on the Carson River would have been reduced by about 85 
percent while on the Truckee River it would have been reduced considerably. 
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Records show that the peak discharge on both the Carson and Truckee Rivers 
was considerably in excess of that during the disastrous flood of 1950. Figures 
released this week by the United States Geological Survey show that the peak 
discharge on the Carson River at a station near Carson City was 25,500 cubic 
feet per second on December 23 compared with a peak discharge of 15,500 
cubic feet per second during the flood of 1950. The Truckee’s peak was 20,800 
cubic feet per second this year compared with 19,900 cubic feet per second in 1950. 

The peak of the East Fork of the Carson River during this flood was 18,600 
cubic feet per second and that of the West Fork was 6,000 cubic feet per second. 

As you know the proposed Watasheamu Dam would be erected on the East 
Fork of the Carson River under the Washoe project plan. Had the dam been 
in operation flood damages in Carson Valley would have been reduced by approxi- 
mately 85 percent, as there was some flooding of lands and loss of hay along the 
West Fork of the Carson which would not have been controlled by the dam. 

The December storm on the Truckee did not center, to any great extent, along 
the watershed above the site of the proposed Stampede Dam. It must be remem- 
bered, however, that under the Washoe project the Stampede Dam would have 
permitted Boca Reservoir to have remained empty prior to the storm and to 
have acted as a flood-control reservoir. 

Further, the Little Truckee River would have been dried up completely during 
the storm had Stampede Dam been in operation. 

The construction of the dam on the North Fork of Prosser Creek as proposed 
by the Nevada Fish and Game Commission under the Washoe project would 
have acted as a reservoir, possibly reducing the flow of Prosser Creek by as much 
as one-half. 

Further, the Washoe project proposes the removel of the reefs in the Truckee 
River which undoubtedly would have saved considerable damage from flooding 
in the Truckee Meadows. 

Anything that you can do during the current session of the Congress to obtain 
appropriations or authorization for the construction of the Washoe project cer- 
tainly would be most valuable to Nevada and would prevent to a major degree 
any repetition of this flood disaster. 

Sincerely yours, 
Cuartes H,. RussEeu, Governor. 


STaTE oF NEVADA 
OrricE oF STaTE ENGINEER, 
Carson City, Nev., January 6, 1956. 
Hon. Cuiirron Youna, 
Congressman from Nevada, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Curr: This letter is in response to the request by Bruce Shelly for a 
brief statement setting out the damages caused by the December 23 and 24, 1955, 
flood on the Truckee and Carson Rivers, together with an estimate as to the 
saving of damages had the proposed Washoe project been in operation. 

The Geological Survey has just released some discharge figures which will be 
of interest to you. On the Carson River the peak discharge at the station near 
Carson City was 25,500 cubic feet per second on December 23. This compares 
with a peak discharge of 15,500 during the November 1950 flood. The peak dis- 
a on the East Fork Carson River December 23 was 18,600 cubic feet per 
second. 

The Truckee River had a peak of 20,800 cubic feet per second at Reno on 
December 23. The peak discharge during the November 1950 flood was 19,900 
cubic feet per second. 

I am informed that the Corps of Engineers in cooperation with the Bureau of 
Reclamation will commence a flood-damage survey starting Monday, January 9. 
<é — probably be at least a month before any results of this survey will be avail- 
able. 

The figures I am now giving you are estimates; however, I feel that they are 
conservative and that the final determination by the Corps of Engineers will 
show higher overall damages. The damage figures given herewith are a compila- 
tion of data obtained by the Extension Service, Farmers Home Administration, 
Bureau of Reclamation, State, county, and city officials, and are, as indicated 
above, an estimate based on the best information available at this time. 
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Estimated damages caused by the Dec. 23 and 24, 1955, floods on the Truckee and 
Carson Rirers 
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UNDER WASHOE PROJECT CONDITIONS 
Carson River 


The proposed Watasheamu Dam on the East Fork of the Carson River would 
have prevented any flood damage on the East Fork Carson River and on the 
main Carson River below the confluence with West Fork Carson River. The 

eak flow on the East Fork was 18,600 cubic feet per second and on the West 

ork about 6,000 cubic feet per second. Some flooding of lands and hay occurred 
on the West Fork in California and Nevada, but the damage was small as com- 
pared to the damage on the East Fork and main Carson River. 

Had the Watasheamu Dam been in operation the flood damages would have 
been reduced approximately 85 percent. 


Truckee River 


The proposed Stampede Dam on Little Truckee River would have prevented 
flood damage to a minor extent during the December 23 and 24 flood. It so 
happened that this particular storm did not center to any great degree on the 
watershed above the Stampede Dam site. However, it should be borne in mind 
that under project operation with Stampede Dam in, Boca Reservoir would 
have been empty prior to the storm and would have acted as a flood-control 
reservoir. 

It should also be borne in mind that with Stampede Dam in the Little Truckee 
River could have been completely dried up during the entire flood period. During 
the recent flood, releases of about 5,000 to 6,000 cubic feet per second from Boca 
Reservoir had to be made following the peak of the flood to evacuate storage 
water and provide space for any possible additional flooding. This spilling of 
water prolonged the flooding in the Lower Truckee Meadows. 

According to Bureau of Reclamation officials, had the rain storm continued for 
an additional 2 hours it would have meant spilling 8,000 cubic feet per second of 
water from Boca Reservoir, which would have caused approximately a 2-foot 
rise of water in the Reno area. The increased damages caused by such a 2-foot 
rise of water during the peak flood period would have been extremely high—many 
times greater than the damages actually recorded. 

The construction of a dam on North Fork of Prosser Creek for fish and wildlife 

urposes, as suggested by the Nevada Fish and Game Commission, would have 

n of material help during the recent flood. Such a dam would provide reser- 
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voir capacity of 15,000 acre-feet. Possibly as much as one-third to one-half of 
the recent flood flow contributed by Prosser Creek (one of the major contributors 
of this flood) was discharged by this tributary. The operation of such a reservoir 
could well have taken 2,000 cubic feet per second off of the peak flow. 

In summarizing the effect of the Washoe project on the December 23 and 24 
flood, it can be said that about 85 percent of the flood damage on the Carson River 
would have been eliminated. On the Truckee River, with Stampede Dam in on 
the Little Truckee River and Boca Reservoir used for flood-control purposes, 
some saving in damages would have been made. If the storm had continued for 
2 hours longer the saving in damages would have been great. The dam on the 
North Fork of Prosser Creek for fish and wildlife purposes, as suggested by the 
State Fish and Game Commission, could well have taken 2,000 cubic feet per 
second off of the peak flow with considerable saving in damages. 

With kind personal regards, 

Sincerely yours, 
Hues A. SHamBerGer, State Engineer, 
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